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The purpose of this correlational study was to determine
the relationship between teachers’ perceptions of selected
school learning climate variables, students’ reading and math
achievement levels, and the high school dropout rate in the
Atlanta Public Schools. The school learning climate variables
were those identified in A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument. The original validation for this instrument was in
elementary schools. Validation at the secondary level was
obtained for this study.
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The following variables were found to have a significant
relationship to the high school dropout rate in the Atlanta
Public Schools: Emphasis on Achievement; Teacher
Expectations of Students; Evaluation of the Instructional
Program; Safe and Orderly Environment; Time Devoted to
Instruction; and Reading Achievement. Further investigation
revealed Teacher Expectations of Students as the strongest
predictor and Emphasis on Achievement as the second
strongest predictor of dropping out in the Atlanta Public
Schools.
The major implications and recommendations from the
study are as follows:
Implications
1. Raising teachers expectations of student performance
will lead to a decrease in the dropout rate.
2. Implementing strategies to improve students'
reading abilities will lead to a decrease in the
dropout rate.
Recommendations
1. Implement a school climate improvement program.
2. Provide staff development activities that focus on
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Statement of the Problem
The study of school characteristics which contribute to
the dropout problem is currently of great interest to
researchers (Barro and Kolstad, 1987; Wehlage and Rutter,
1987; Mann, 1987). School characteristics such as leadership,
time devoted to instruction, and expectations of students are
components of a school learning climate. A positive school
learning climate should increase school holding power, enhance
the academic achievement of students, and provide a satisfying
and meaningful environment in which both students and
teachers want to spend a large portion of their time. In this
study, the relationship between teachers' perceptions of
selected school characteristics which comprise the school
learning climate, students' reading and math achievement
levels, and the high school dropout rate in the Atlanta Public
Schools was examined.
Researchers indicate the following as reasons for the
current interest in the dropout problem:
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1. Although the dropout rate for the general population
has declined, the minority dropout rate has increased,
2. Minority populations in public schools have increased.
3. Academic course requirements for high school
graduation have increased in several states.
4. Trends indicate an increase in educational
requirements for work.
5. A series of indicators have been developed by state
and federal legislators to assess the performance of the nation's
school systems (Rumberger, 1987; Plisko and Stern, 1985;
McDill, Natriello, and Pallas, 1987).
In the State of Georgia, each of these reasons has affected
the quality and amount of effort directed toward solving the
dropout problem. This study attempted to find causes for the
dropout problem in the Atlanta Public Schools—a large urban
Georgia school district with a majority black, low-income
student population. Teacher's perceptions of the school
learning climate, along with student achievement data, were




Reports of a dropout problem are documented as early as
the late nineteenth century (Fernandez and Shu, 1988). In the
1930's the issue of secondary holding power surfaced in the
research by Eckert (cited in Fernandez and Shu, 1988) and
focused on school reform as a means of educating a greater
portion of America's youth, since dropouts had limited
economic opportunities.
In the 1950's, the high school graduation rates increased
and schools claimed success in educating larger numbers of
youth for the world of work or post-secondary education. With
this increase came a false sense of success in eradicating the
dropout problem. The focus of attention began to shift from
school-related factors to personal factors as reasons for
dropping out of school. The obvious answer to the question-
"Why do students drop out of school?" was thought to lie not
within the schools but rather within the students (Fernandez
and Shu, 1988). By the mid-1960's, the dropout phenomen was
analyzed based upon a social-psychological perspective, as
exemplified by Cervantes (1966). By 1967, in the midst of the
War on Poverty and the Civil Rights Movement, Daniel
Schreiber referred to school dropouts as America's major
educational problem (cited in Fernandez and Shu, 1988).
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An interesting paradox develops when one examines the
dropout phenomenon in twentieth century America: As the
number of students who graduated from high school increased-
-from approximately 10% in the early 1900's to about 50% in
the 1950's to a plateau of approximately 75% in the 1980's--
the phenomenon continued to be viewed with alarm. Hence, it
becomes necessary to distinguish between the dropout problem
and the dropout rate. The difference lies in the inability of the
current economy to absorb those with a lack of formal
education into the workforce (Fernandez and Shu, 1988).
Consider the following want-ad: "Wanted: Floor Sweeper.
Required: The ability to operate electronic controls on a
cleaning machine and to mix ratios of water and cleaning
solution accurately" (New York Times, April, 1987, p. 74). In
the not-so-distant past, high school dropouts qualified for a
large number of blue-collar jobs. But recent technological
advances have made the high school diploma a minimum
requirement for today's job market. Not only are high school
dropouts underqualified for most blue-collar jobs, but the
number of blue collar jobs they are able to obtain is beginning
to decrease. In other words, the amount of education and
knowledge needed to make a productive contribution to the
economy has begun to increase (New York Times, April, 1987).
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This phenomenon is further documented in a study by
the Hudson Institute (Johnston and Packer, 1987). The study
reported that between 1984 and the year 2000, for the first
time in history, a majority of all newly-created jobs will
require post-secondary education. The median years of
education required by the new jobs is 13.5, compared to 12.8
for the previous work force (Johnston and Packer, 1987).
It is estimated that 25 percent of our students nationally
are dropping out of high school (Kunisawa, 1988). The impact
of the dropout problem is evident in the following:
1. Fifty-two percent of dropouts are unemployed or
receiving welfare.
2. The annual cumulative cost of dropouts to American
taxpayers is $75 billion in welfare benefits and lost tax
revenues.
3. Sixty percent of prison inmates are high school
dropouts. (The annual cost for housing each inmate is
$15,000, which is roughly the annual tuition for Harvard,
Yale, or Stanford.)
4. Eighty-seven percent of pregnant teenagers are high
school dropouts.
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5. The elimination of dropouts in America would enable
the United States to wipe out the entire national debt by
1990. (Kunisawa, 1988, p. 61)
One of the difficulties in addressing the dropout problem
is the lack of consistent reporting practices in this country
(Hammack, 1987; Morrow, 1987; Rumberger, 1986). Hammack
(1987) reviewed the reporting practices of six urban school
districts (Chicago, San Diego, Boston, New York City, Miami, Los
Angeles) and found that there was no single or standardized
definition of a dropout utilized by those school systems. He
also found that rates were calculated differently and included
different data.
The two methods of calculating the dropout rate are the
annual and the cohort methods. The annual dropout rate is
calculated by the number of dropouts divided by the baseline
population (Morrow, 1987). The cohort dropout rate is the
total number of students qualifying for the status of dropout
who, at the time of dropping out, were members of a cohort of
students (e.g., the 1982-8th grade cohort). This number is then
divided by the absolute number of students assigned to the
cohort minus those who died or were formally transferred to
another state-licensed educational institution. Cohort members
and cohort dropout rates are associated with the year of
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expected graduation from high school and tend to be higher
than annual rates (Morrow, 1987).
In the Atlanta Public Schools as well as the State of
Georgia, the dropout rate is calculated using both the annual
and cohort methods. Also, the dropout is defined similarly.
However, inconsistencies still occur. The inconsistencies in
dropout rate are the result of differences in beginning
enrollment data (see Appendices A and B). Additionally, when
reporting cohort data, more information is provided by the
Atlanta Public Schools than the State of Georgia. By providing
data on the number of students deceased and the number of
students transferred, a clearer picture is drawn of the
identified cohort group.
The differences in beginning enrollment data as well as
the method of calculating the dropout rate have generated
dropout rate data for the Atlanta Public Schools ranging from
8.9% to 44% (see Appendices A and B). Therefore, as these data
are distributed, they should be accompanied by a clear
explanation of the reporting method utilized.
According to the Georgia Department of Education's
newsletter for youth at risk. Save Our Students (1989),
beginning with the 1989-90 school year, the National Center
for Education Statistics (NCES) will field test a data collection
system in ten Georgia school systems, including the Atlanta
Public Schools. The school systems selected represent urban
and rural school districts as well as automated and
nonautomated collection methods (Save Our Students. 1989).
This standardization process is expected to provide more
accurate information about student dropouts; however, the
data collection process for this study occurred before the NCES
field test period and did not utilize data from the field test.
For the purposes of this study, a dropout is defined as:
"A person who enrolled in the Atlanta Public School System
and exited without completing a planned educational program
for some reason other than death, and who did not transfer to
another educational system or program" (Atlanta Board of
Education, 1987, Board policy descriptor code JQH). The data
collection process for this study was the annual dropout rate
method; hence, any discrepancy between data reported here
and those found elsewhere must be analyzed with the above
definition and data collection process in mind.
Purpose of the Study
A great deal of research has been done concerning the
dropout problem in this country. From that body of research,
set of widely acceptable characteristics of early school leavers
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can be formulated. Dropout characteristics compiled by Jonas
(1989) are as follows:
1. Poor academic performance
2. Repetition of one or more grades in school
3. Low intelligence test scores (mean IQ of 90)
4. Poor basic skills in reading and math
5. Low self-concept and social maturity
6. Feeling of alienation in relation to school, teachers, and
peers
7. Hostility and unruliness or passivity and apathy
8. Frequent absences and tardiness
9. Inability to discuss future education or employment
plans
10. Minority group membership
11. Handicapping or limiting condition
12. Low family socioeconomic backgrounds
13. Little family encouragement and support to stay in
school
14. Weak or broken homes
15. Either one or both parents did not complete high
school
16. Pregnancy and/or marriage (p. 1)
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Additional insight into the dropout problem in the
Atlanta Public Schools was gained via interviews and a review
of archival records of a sample of dropouts during the time
period 1986-1988 (Jonas, 1989). The most alarming finding
from this investigation was that a majority of the students
stated that they dropped out because "no one cared" (Jonas,
1989, p. 2).
William R. Morgan estimated that for boys, who
constituted 54% of the dropout population from 1979 to 1982,
51% dropped-out because of school-related circumstances
(cited in Mann, 1987). According to Wehlage and Rutter
(1987), while most of the literature on dropouts is directed
only at deficiencies of marginal students, the deficiencies may
also be a reflection of public education. The researchers
reported that this revelation substantiates the need to
recommend general policy and practice reforms that would
make schools more responsive not only to those who drop out,
but to a large body of students who now stay in school
reluctantly. They also state that schools are obligated to create
an environment in which students can experience some kind of
success, find institutional participation rewarding, and develop
aspirations for additional schooling that can lead to satisfying
employment (Wehlage and Rutter, 1987).
From these findings, it can be concluded that a look into
the effects of selected school characteristics on the dropout
problem would be valuable. Hence, the purpose of this study is
to investigate the relationship between teachers' perceptions of
school learning climate variables, students' reading and math
achievement levels, and the high school dropout rate in the
Atlanta Public Schools.
Significance of the Study
While Wehlage and Rutter (1987) properly raise the
question of the school's role in contributing to the dropout
problem, the data set used for analyzing the dropout problem,
the High School and Beyond (HS&B) data set, provides a
limited amount of information on school processes that reflect
experiences of students and teachers inside the school. The
absence of these indicators severely limits the use to which
researchers interested in the impact of school processes on
dropping out can put such a data set (McDill et al. 1987).
McDill et al. (1987) recommended that future research should
include school characteristics associated with successful
education of at risk students.
In their analysis of the High School and Beyond data set,
Barro and Kolstad (1987) reported that HS&B provides data on
relatively few of the potentially relevant school factors.
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Among the important missing factors were quality-related
characteristics of teachers, such as teachers' educational
backgrounds, experiences, and verbal and other abilities; data
on the instructional processes in different high schools; and
data on attributes of school climate of the type cited in the
effective schools literature (Barro and Kolstad, 1987).
The primary component of any organization is its people.
A school organization consists of administrators, teachers, and
other staff all working towards the goal of providing a quality
education for its students. Effective schools research
documents the significance of teacher variables in effective
schools. After reviewing 19 studies, Guthrie (1970)
summarized that "the strongest findings by far are those which
relate to the number and quality of the professional staff,
particularly teachers" (p. 45). Glasman and Biniaminov (1981)
reported that "because of the student-teacher interaction,
instructional personnel variables are central and direct to
student achievement" (p. 523). It can be assumed from these
findings that the perceptions of individuals who impact the
outcome of the organization would be of importance.
One study (Lo Presti, 1986) was found that investigated
the relationship between students' perceptions of school
climate and the dropout rate. Another study was found that
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investigated the effects of school climate and school structure
on student achievement in urban elementary schools (West,
1985). However, no research was found that focused on teacher
perceptions of school climate as they relate to the dropout
problem. In view of the limited amount of research concerning
teacher perceptions as they relate to the dropout problem, it is
hoped that this study will provide further insight into the
dropout problem and will be the impetus for reforms in terms
of educational/administrative policies and practices.
It is also hoped that the results of this study will enhance
the existing dropout prevention efforts in the Atlanta Public
Schools. Since 1986, the Atlanta Collaborative for Dropout
Prevention has been involved in planning, analyzing, proposing,
and implementing new programs and policies that address the
dropout problem. Additionally, the EXODUS/Cities in Schools
program, which operates in conjunction with Atlanta Public
Schools, has graduated more than 1,270 students since its
inception in 1971. This is an alternative school program
designed to meet the emotional and social needs of students
that seem unable to cope in the traditional public school setting
(Tucker, 1988).
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Delimitations of the Study
1. The study was limited to the Atlanta Public Schools in
which approximately 93% of the students are black and 68%
are from low income families. Any comparisons of the findings
in this study to other populations or settings should be those
with similar demographics.
2. The number of schools in the population of this study
was 17—the total number of high schools in the Atlanta Public
Schools. Because of the peculiar demographics of the Atlanta
Public Schools, combining these data with those of another
school system in metropolitan Atlanta would distort the
findings for Atlanta Public Schools.
3. The questionnaire utilized for this study was validated
in elementary schools; however, no other questionnaire was
found that focused on the effective school correlates in the
same manner as A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument. To determine validity of this instrument at the
secondary level, content and construct validity were
determined.
Research Hypotheses
1. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Administrative or Principal's
15
Instructional Leadership as measured by teachers' perceptions
on A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
2. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Emphasis on Achievement as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument.
3. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and Teacher Expectations of Students as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument.
4. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Evaluation of the Instructional
Program as measured by teachers' perceptions on A School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
5. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Safety and Orderliness of the
school environment as measured by teachers' perceptions on A.
School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
6. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and Grouping Practices as measured by
teachers' perceptions on A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument.
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7. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Time Devoted to Instruction as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument.
8. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the school mean score for Reading
Achievement as measured by the Tests of Achievement and
Proficiency.
9. There is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the school mean score for math
achievement as measured by the Tests of Achievement and
Proficiency.
CHAPTER II
Review of Related Literature
The purpose of this study was to investigate the
relationship between teachers’ perceptions of the school
learning climate, students' reading and math achievement
levels, and the high school dropout rate in the Atlanta Public
Schools. The review of related literature focused on two areas:
(1) The dropout problem, and (2) the school learning climate.
The review of literature on the dropout problem includes
an investigation of socioeconomic factors; race/ethnicity and
sex; and school-related factors. The review of literature on the
school learning climate includes an investigation of the
definitions of school learning climate and an investigation of
the school learning climate variables. The variables are: (1)
Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership, (2)
Emphasis on Achievement, (3) Teacher Expectations of
Students, (4) Evaluation of the Instructional Program, (5) Safe
and Orderly School Environment, (6) Grouping Practices, and




The review of research on the dropout problem shows a
large number of studies concerned with finding causes for
dropping-out (Barro and Kolstad, 1987; Gastright and Ahmad,
1988; Rumberger, 1986; Mare, 1980; Ekstrom, Goertz, Pollack,
Rock, and Donald, 1987; Wehlage and Rutter, 1987). In the
Georgia Department of Education's Resource Manual for Dropout
Prevention and Recovery Program (1989), a paradigm is
provided which shows the general relationships between
factors associated with dropping-out (see Figure 1). Although
the paradigm is fairly comprehensive, researchers at the
Georgia Department of Education acknowledge the fact that "the
casual effect of these characteristics and factors cannot be fully
determined since many are exacerbated by deeply rooted
economic, social, and institutional problems and conditions" (Ga.
Department of Education, 1989, Section 1, p. 13).
A large number of studies that analyzed data from the
High School and Beyond data set (HS&B) were also found in the
literature. HS&B, one of the largest surveys ever conducted by
the U. S. Department of Education, was designed to provide
information on the characteristics, achievements, and plans of
high school students, their progress through high school, and
Figure 1
The Paths to Dropping Out
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the transitions they made from high school to adult roles
(Sebring and Carroll, 1987).
HS&B began in 1980 with a survey of approximately
28,000 seniors and 30,000 sophomores who attended over
1,000 schools. Students were given a battery of tests and
completed a questionnaire covering family background, school
experiences, and future plans. Follow-up surveys were done in
1982, 1984, and 1986. Also, high school transcripts, post
secondary school transcripts, and financial aid records were
studied (Sebring and Carroll, 1987).
The research review regarding the dropout problem
focused on the three categories identified by Barro and Kolstad
(1987) as having the most impact on the dropout problem:
socioeconomic factors; race/ethnicity and sex; and school-
related factors.
Socioeconomic Factors. Research surrounding the various
reasons students drop out is in agreement relative to the
impact of socioeconomic factors. Mare (1980) and Rumberger
(1987) indicated that the frequency of dropping out declines in
a direct relationship to increasing socioeconomic status (SES).
The researchers further concluded that larger families are
more prone to have higher percentages of dropouts than
smaller families.
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Gastright and Ahmad (1988), in an extensive study
pertaining to the factors causing students to drop out,
presented several very revealing statistics: (1) Dropouts are
more likely to have a mother with an eighth grade education;
(2) dropouts are less likely to have a parent who graduated
from high school; (3) dropouts are more likely to be the sibling
of another dropout; and (4) dropouts are less likely to be living
with both parents when they dropped out.
Research studies have also examined the relationship
between the dropout rate and the occupation and occupational
level of parents (Barro and Kolstad, 1987; Gastright and
Ahmad, 1988). The studies clearly indicate a strong, linear
relationship between the dropout rate and the type of job or
occupation of the parents. Students from homes where the
parents were employed in professional jobs, according to Barro
and Kolstad (1987), dropped out at a rate 40 percent less than
students of parents employed in semi-skilled or blue collar
occupations. Pallas (1984) concluded that parental occupation
has a greater relationship to the dropout rate when females are
involved.
In another study conducted by Ekstrom et al. (1987), it
was found that students from low SES backgrounds are
consistently more prone to drop out of school than students
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from middle and upper SES groups. In a study by Wehlage and
Rutter (1987), SES was second only to achievement data and IQ
as a prime determinant to dropping out.
Race/ethnicitv and sex. The literature reveals
race/ethnicity and sex as significant factors for dropping out
(Barro and Kolstad, 1987; Rumberger, 1987; Ochoa, 1987).
These factors are significant in that minority populations are
increasing in public schools (Rumberger, 1987). Large urban
school districts, such as Newark, Atlanta, and San Antonio,
reported in 1982 that more than 90% of all students enrolled
were from racial and ethnic minorities (Plisko and Stern, 1985).
Barro and Kolstad (1987) reported that more males
drop out than females; however, Earle, Roach, and Fraser
(1987) reported that girls drop out of school at approximately
the same rate as boys. They found that of the girls who do
drop out, 60% of the cases reported are not related to
pregnancy or marriage. Moreover, girls tend to be at higher
risk of dropping out the less schooling the mother has, or
whose father has a low-level job or who come from a large
family.
Strategies recommended to meet the needs of potential
female dropouts include:
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1. Instructional strategies that incorporate activities and
collaboration which complement female cognitive development.
2. Remedial instruction (if needed) in abstract spatial
reasoning, to prepare girls for mathematics and science courses.
3. An institutionalized mentor program that enables girls
to identify with female role models who hold nontraditional
jobs.
4. Adequate teacher training to promote student-teacher
interactions that are free of sex and race bias.
5. Counseling and related activities (when needed) to
enhance girls' self-esteem (Earle et al., 1987).
Kunisawa (1988) found that dropout rates are higher
among males than females and that American Indians/Alaska
Natives showed the highest national dropout rate (42%).
However, he stated that national statistics do not hint at the
severe local dropout rates in some areas, which rise as high as
90% for American Indians/Alaska Natives and 78% for
Hispanics.
An interesting view of the significance of race/ethnicity
to the dropout problem can be seen from the U.S. Department
of Education’s report of the ten states with the highest and
lowest dropout rates (cited in Kunisawa, 1988). The ten states
with the highest dropout rates are shown in Table 1.
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These states have ethnic minority school enrollments that
exceed 25 percent of the student population, and six of them
have minority enrollments of more than 35 percent.
The ten states with the lowest dropout rates are shown in
Table 2.
Table 2
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These ten states have an ethnic minority school enrollment of
less than 20 percent with six states having less than a 10
percent ethnic/minority population (Kunisawa, 1988). These
data show that regions long thought to provide the best schools
may not be necessarily so. With a lower percentage of ethnic
minorities, education officials do not need to address, on a large
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scale, policies and procedures that address bilingual education,
high absentee rates, truancy, and delinquency which are all
behaviors with high incidences among minority students.
The Southern Regional Education Board (1987) analyzed
dropout data for its 15-member states and found that black
students were more likely to drop out than white students; and
in some school districts, blacks drop out at twice that rate.
Hispanic students were found to be more likely to drop out
than blacks. A study conducted at San Diego State University
(Ochoa, 1987) found that 85 percent of Hispanics live in urban
areas. They were found to be the most urbanized and
geographically concentrated of all ethnic populations. The
dropout rate for Hispanics located near urban centers is 50
percent of the total dropout population.
Causes of high dropout rates among racial and ethnic
minorities can be extracted from a study by the National
Coalition of Advocates for Students (1985). They reported the
following "barriers to excellence" in terms of racial and cultural
discrimination:
1. Even thirty years after the Supreme Court declared
that "separate but equal" had no place in public schools,
racial discrimination remains a barrier to excellence in
education.
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2. Sixty percent of all black students attend
predominantly minority schools.
3. Eight percent of all teachers are minority.
4. Black children tend to drop below grade level in
elementary school, (p. 123)
They reported the following "barriers to excellence" in terms of
sex discrimination:
1. By the time they reach young adulthood, females are
often at a disadvantage relative to males in basic skills,
academic options and aspirations, vocational and career
opportunities, and anticipated economic security.
2. Males and females achieve equally in most major
subject areas at age nine, but by age thirteen, females
begin to decline and by age seventeen are behind males
in math, reading, science, and social studies.
3. Vocational education classes remain overwhelmingly
segregated by sex, with clusters of females in programs
leading to the lowest paying jobs.
4. At all educational levels, women have higher
unemployment rates than men.
5. Thirty percent of women at or below the poverty line
were high school dropouts. (National Coalition of
Advocates for Students, 1985, p. 124)
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Fine (1987) found that for whites from low SES
backgrounds, 45 percent of the females and 46 percent of the
males graduated from high school. For blacks from low SES
backgrounds, 36 percent of the females and 31 percent of the
males graduated.
Socioeconomic and race/ethnicity/sex factors are not
easily isolated. Fortes and Wilson (1976) reported that whites
and blacks have few differences in educational attainment
when SES factors are controlled. When holding SES constant,
they reported a higher level of educational attainment for
blacks than for whites. Rumberger (1986) and Catterall (1986)
also reported that differences in dropout rates, interracially,
are diminished when SES is controlled. Catterall, (1986), in his
analysis of the HS&B data set, found that black and Hispanic
dropout rates were lower than those of whites when controlling
for SES.
School-related factors. Schools contribute significantly to
the decision of students to drop out (Garber et al., 1989).
Conrath (1986) stated that "studies of early school dropouts do
not indicate that 'I don't want to learn,’ is a reason for dropping
out" (p. 47). He stated that "defeated learners want to learn.
They have grown hostile, not to learning, but to how learning is
organized and delivered" (Conrath, 1986, p. 47). Calabrese
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(1988) reported that failure by schools to provide minorities
with equal education and meaningful activities maintains a
sense of alienation which will continue to cause them to drop
out, not because the school work is too difficult for them but
because schools reinforce the concept that public education is
designed for middle-class students.
The High School and Beyond (HS&B) data set cited
student performance, teacher-pupil ratio, percent of
enrollment—black, competency testing and high school
programs (e.g., academic, general, vocational) as school-related
factors impacting the dropout rate.
Following is a review of the school-related factors as
reported in the HS&B data set and analyzed by Barro and
Kolstad (1987):
1. Student Performance Indicators— The indicators were:
(1) The student's ability quartile based on the HS&B special
battery of "ability" tests in reading, vocabulary, mathematics,
and other subject-area tests; and (2) the self-reported grades
of students. The study found that students performing in the
lowest quartile were eight times more likely to drop out than
students scoring in the highest ability quartile.
2. Teacher-Pupil Ratio— The data revealed that dropout
rates declined moderately as the teacher/pupil ratio increased.
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However, the decrease in dropout rate may be the result of
other factors associated with low dropout rates, such as, SES.
3. Percent of Enrollment—Black— It was found that the
dropout rate increases with the percentage of blacks enrolled.
4. Competency Testing-- The HS&B data set was analyzed
to determine the effect of requiring students to pass a
competency test to graduate. The overall dropout rate was
higher by a small amount among students who attended high
schools that required competency tests but significantly so only
for white males and Hispanics.
5. High School Program- In the HS&B study, the
dropout rate was three times greater in the vocational program
than in the academic program; however, this does not
document the failure of the vocational program. This indicates
that the number of students enrolled in vocational programs
have a higher tendency to drop out than students in the
regular program.
In their analysis of the HS&B data set, Wehlage and
Rutter (1987) identified three variables that can be viewed as
measures of student alienation and rejection of school: (1)
teacher interest in students, (2) effectiveness of discipline, and
(3) fairness of discipline. These variables were rated by non¬
college bound graduates and dropouts in an effort to determine
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the extent to which dropouts and stay-ins (non-college bound
graduates) are similar or different, particularly in terms of
their experiences and views regarding school. The student
responses revealed a general student discontent over the
relations students have with schools and their staffs (Wehlage
and Rutter, 1987).
A strong relationship exists between dropping out and
failing to progress through the pre-high school grades at a
normal rate (Barro and Kolstad, 1987; Hammack, 1987). The
dropout rate was found to be more than twice the rate among
the 14 percent of students who were held back or repeated a
grade as among the remaining 86 percent of students who
were not held back. This percentage was reported the same for
males as for females, but higher for whites than for blacks or
Hispanics.
School climate and the dropout problem. Studies of the
relationship between school climate and the dropout problem
have recently become the focus of researchers (Garber,
Sunshine, and Reid, 1989; Lo Presti, 1986; Peck and Eberhard,
1988). Garber et al. (1989) surveyed 540 at-risk students
about their school experiences and perceptions. They avoided
focusing on the data of family and non-school factors that
prevail in much of the literature on dropouts. The students in
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this study were from four types of school settings: (1) Zone
schools, that is, comprehensive high schools serving different
neighborhood youths of varying socioeconomic status, academic
ability, and vocational aspirations, (2) alternative high schools-
-serving youths who have either returned after dropping-out,
or who were expelled from a zone school for poor attendance,
and (3) adults enrolled in high school equivalency programs
(GED) conducted at Manpower Centers in or near public housing
throughout the city. (These students represent returning
dropouts); and (4) students enrolled in the specialized citywide
high schools that serve the college-bound, higher achieving
students.
The results of the school climate survey revealed that
51% of the adults believed a positive climate existed at their
school; 45% of the alternative school students viewed their
school positively; the zone school students' perceptions of their
school climate was positive 46% of the time and the citywide
students viewed their climate as positive at a rate of 75%.
With the exception of the adults—who are former dropouts
with more focused goals for schooling—these data show that
there is a relationship between a positive history of school
success and perception of the school climate.
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Lo Presti (1986) explored the relationship between
students' perceptions of high school organizational climate,
selected socioeconomic factors, and the dropout rates in
selected high schools in Nassau and Suffork Counties, New York.
In this study, no significant relationships were found to
support the research questions; however, relationships were
found between median household income and dropout rates
and between per pupil expenditures and dropout rates.
No studies were found in which teachers' perceptions of
school climate were correlated to the dropout rate. However,
one study reported by Fine (1987), showed that approximately
2 out of 3 teachers felt that there was little interest shown in
their classroom work either by staff or administrators.
Another study reported by Fine (1987) revealed that of the
170 teachers and counselors surveyed, disempowerment
correlated highly with disparaging attitudes toward students.
Fine (1987) reported that:
Educators who agreed that "no one around here
listens to me" and "school policy doesn't reflect
what I think about" were also likely to express
disparaging and pessimistic views of the students;
for example, "These students are bad kids" and "The
students can't be helped." The disempowered
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teacher may help to produce the disempowered
student who, more often than not, in city schools,
drops out. (p. 95)
The State of Georgia established a firm commitment to
addressing the needs of potential dropouts in the Quality Basic
Education Act (QBE) of 1985 (Ga. Department of Education,
1989). Since that time, the School Completion Task Force of the
Georgia House of Representatives has recommended an
increased focus on school climate management programs (Ga.
Department of Education, 1989).
In the handbook, A Resource Manual for Dropout
Prevention and Recovery Program (Ga. Department of
Education, 1989), suggested steps to implementing a successful
school climate improvement program are provided. Hogan and
Roth (cited in Ga. Department of Education, 1989) found that
successful school climate programs were a result of a
comprehensive, systematic organizational climate improvement
plan. Gottfredson (cited in Ga. Department of Education, 1989)
offered a rational approach to planning and implementing a
school climate improvement program:
1. The diagnosis or assessment of an individual school's
climate;
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2. the formulation of school and program goals and
objectives;
3. research on potential program alternatives;
4. identification of obstacles and resources;
5. the development of a formal plan for school
improvement;
6. the establishment of quality control standards; and,
7. program evaluation. (Section 5, p. 5)
Hogan and Roth (cited in Ga. Department of Education,
1989) also offered a variety of activities that have shown
success in improving school climate. These activities
(presented in Appendix C) provide a wide range of strategies
and approaches designed to affect change in the school climate
and to increase the retention of potential dropouts. Activities
such as a faculty senate and weekend retreats are methods of
empowering school staff. Peer counseling, a
student-of-the-month program and school climate class
projects are methods of providing a positive environment for
students.
School Learning Climate
Definitions. An investigation of the definitions of
"climate" revealed a wide range of interpretations. In their
landmark study of organizational climate, Halpin and Croft
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(1963) compared the personality of an individual to the climate
of an organization.
Subsequent researchers tended to view climate in terms
of the quality of the environment within an organization. For
example, Hellriegel and Slocum (1974) defined climate as a set
of attributes developed from the manner in which
organizations and/or their subsystems deal with members and
the environment. Lindelow and Mazzarella (1981) defined
climate as every aspect of the organization—the nature of the
work that goes on there, the people, the architecture and
surroundings, the history of the organization, the
administrative policies in effect, and especially, the patterns of
interaction and communication among members of the
organization. Nwankwo (1979) defined climate as "the general
'we-feeling,' group subculture or interactive life of a school" (p.
268). The school climate, as defined by Deal and Kennedy
(1983), is "an informal understanding of the way we do things
around here or what keeps the herd moving roughly west" (p.
14).
Other researchers have defined the climate within schools
in terms of the effects on student achievement. Edmonds
(1979) stated that effective schools "share a climate in which it
is incumbent on all personnel to be instructionally effective for
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all pupils" (p. 22). Licata (1987) described a positive school
climate as a positive attitude on the part of the entire staff and
student body that creates a warm, orderly learning
environment in which increased student achievement is the
focus.
Brookover, McIntyre, Schweitzer, and Slawski (1984)
reported that teachers in healthy school learning climates
believe that they are capable of teaching the children attending
their schools effectively and that these children are capable of
learning. They developed A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument (Brookover et al. 1984) in which
seven essential characteristics of a school learning climate were
identified (see Appendix D). Those characteristics are: (1)
Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership, (2)
Emphasis on Achievement, (3) Teacher Expectations of
Students, (4) Evaluation of the Instructional Program, (5) Safe
and Orderly Environment, (6) Grouping Practices, and (7) Time
Devoted to Instruction. A review of the related literature for
these seven variables is as follows:
Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership.
Instructional leadership is the presumed work of the
principalship (National Education Association, 1986). Cohen
(1988), Brookover, Beady, Flood, Schweitzer, and Wisenbaker,
38
(1979), Weber, (1971), and the State of New York's Office of
Educational Performance Review (1974), all found a positive
relationship between principal instructional leadership and
student achievement.
Deal and Celotti (1980) conducted a study to assess the
relationship between classroom instruction and organizational
or administrative factors. They found that principals who
assume the role of colleague or symbolic leaders, who offer
advice and support to teachers, may be able to have a more
positive effect on classroom instruction far greater than leaders
operating through inadequate formal channels.
Instructional leadership was researched by Firestone and
Herriott (1982) at the secondary level in their Research for
Better Schools project (RBS). They analyzed some of the
characteristics of effective schools in a random sample of
elementary and secondary schools. As shown in Table 3, the
characteristics were divided into two major areas: (1) Climate
and (2) Leadership. Climate Measures were found to be
significantly different in the elementary and secondary schools.
Table 3
Mean Score of the Average Elementary and
Secondary School in the RBS Sample on
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High 1.43 1.29 N/A
4. Facilitative ^
Leadership (EPL)^
High 3.63 3.35 N/A
^ Based on a two-tailed t-test.
^
Incomplete agreement. O=completely random pattern of goal rankings.
^
'•'S.OOnmajor principal influence. -3.00=major teacher influence, 0.00=equal influence.
**
0.00=low. 5.00=high.
Source: Firestone and Harriott. 1982 VO
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Elementary schools tended to have a more shared sense of
purpose with greater emphasis on basic skills. In terms of
Leadership Measures, elementary principals tended to have a
greater influence over classroom management. No significant
differences between elementary and secondary schools were
found on the remaining three leadership measures. Differences
between the two levels seem to reflect organizational patterns
of the schools rather than individual principals’ leadership
abilities. Factors such as departmentalization and school size
appear to have a major role in undermining the secondary
principal's influence over instruction.
Roueche and Baker (1986) identified seven
characteristics that appear to be basic to effective school
leadership. They believe that the cultivation of these
characteristics in principals, as well as potential principals, will
lead to significant improvement in the quality of education in
schools:
1. Flexibility in Control— Innovation is encouraged and
failure is tolerated. Teachers are perceived as responsible
professionals and collaborative planning is established as a
component of the decision-making process.
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2. Cohesiveness Within the Organization— Unity and
pride are created by a sincere concern for others and an open
dialogue and friendly interaction with staff and students,
3. Strong Commitment to the School Mission— The belief
of what school should look like and be like is translated to
school staff by the modeling of exemplary behavior and the
communication of the school mission to students and staff.
4. Recognition and Rewards— Teachers and staff are
recognized for accomplishments as well as for unacceptable
performance.
5. Collaboration and Participation— Members of the staff
are considered viable partners in the development of a school
action plan, overall school curriculum, and the solution to
problems that may arise in the instructional program.
6. Effective Delegation- Individual strengths of the staff
are matched with appropriate tasks.
7. Focus on Teaching and Learning— The instructional
program is the primary focus and guidelines that help students
and teachers focus on achievement are established (Roueche
and Baker, 1986).
In terms of the dropout problem, the National Association
of Secondary School Principals' Newsletter (1988) reported the
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following ideas for principals to increase school holding power
on potential dropouts:
1. Identify problem areas in the school that contribute to
students dropping out:
Course failures; why do students fail?
Discipline policies and practices
Student perceptions of staff members' concern
Staff members' knowledge about the at-risk
population
School's educational climate.
2. Assess the school's response to the at-risk population
by identifying existing interventions in their operation
and effectiveness.
3. Encourage the collaboration of school personnel,
businesses, community agencies, government agencies,
and parents in dropout prevention efforts.
4. Form a steering committee of school staff members to
help plan and carry out specific activities.
5. Establish a survey team of teachers and counselors to
identify resource needs and to assess the working
relationships among vocational, academic, and guidance
personnel.
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6. Develop program goals or statements ("where you
want to go") and program objectives ("how you are going
to get there").
7. Communicate program goals and objectives to
students, administrators, staff personnel, advisory
committee members, and others in the community, (p. 1)
Emphasis on Achievement. Student achievement is
defined as the amount of available information present in an
individual which reflects the degree of success of past learning
experiences (McDavid and Garwood, 1978). According to
Brophy (1986), the emphasis on student achievement is
characterized by teachers who develop management strategies
that maximize instructional time, pace students through the
curriculum in small steps that allow high rates of success, and
adapt curriculum materials based on their knowledge of
students' characteristics. He also found that achievement
increases in both elementary and secondary schools when
these characteristics are evident.
Similarly, Edmonds (1979) described effective schools in
terms of student achievement. He described student
achievement as the mastery of those basic skills which assures
a pupil's successful progression to the next level of schooling.
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Lezotte and Bancroft (1985) described two outcome
standards which are indicative of effective schools. First, the
overall level of achievement must be significantly high to
signify acceptable mastery of the basic skills. Second, the
distribution of achievement must not vary significantly across
the major subsets of the student population (that is, middle
socioeconomic students versus lower socioeconomic students).
Basic skill deficiencies, according to Taggart, Sum, and
Berlin (1987), are a common denominator of the nation's most
serious problems, including early school leaving. This is
further supported by research conducted by Denton (1989) and
Ralph (1989) in which illiteracy was found to be highly
correlated to the dropout problem in this country.
Denton (1989) reported on a study conducted by the
National Assessment of Educational Progress in which 3,600
young adults were surveyed between the ages of 21 and 25. He
reported that young white adults performed significantly
higher than black and Hispanic young adults. Percentages in
terms of race/ethnicity for those reading as well or better than
11th graders were: 67 percent of white, 52 percent of
Hispanics; and 31 percent of blacks. Of those tested, twice as
many black and Hispanic young adults had dropped out of high
school than white young adults. According to Denton, (1989)
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high school graduation may not be enough to function in
today's increasingly technological society where 15 percent of
urban high school graduates have less than sixth grade
competence.
In an analysis of the HS&B data set, Ralph (1989) found
that less than 3% of the students made mostly D's, indicating
that low grades are not the primary reason for students to drop
out. However, he further reported that nearly one-half of
black high school graduates cannot locate an intersection on a
street map, complete an address on an order form, or locate
information contained in a newspaper article about sports.
In a study conducted by Rutter, Maughn, Mortimore,
Ouston, and Smith (1979) in London secondary schools, it was
revealed that differences in student achievement were
attributed to school characteristics rather than student
characteristics. The researchers concluded that; (1) London
inner-city schools differed markedly in the behavior and
achievement students showed (even after student differences
were controlled); (2) schools in which students had better than
average behavior also had students with better achievement
and less delinquency; (3) school differences in terms of
outcome variables were not related to physical factors such as
school size but to school characteristics (e.g., academic emphasis
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and teacher behavior); and (4) the association between the
combined measure of overall school process and each of the
outcome measures was much stronger than was the
relationship between any single process variable and outcome
measure (Rutter et al., 1979). These findings are in direct
conflict with the earlier findings of Coleman et al. (1966), who
concluded that student achievement is mostly influenced by
the general background and social context of the student rather
than the school environment.
Teacher Expectations of Students. Teacher expectations
are defined by Good and Weinstein as the inferences teachers
make about the likely achievement of students and the types
of assignments they need to reach that expected level of
achievement (cited in Davis and Thomas, 1989). These
expectations both directly and indirectly affect the level of
achievement of students, particularly low SES and minority
students (Persell, 1977). Davis and Thomas (1989) report that
low teacher expectations have a direct effect on student
achievement in that these teachers tend to teach less and
provide less opportunity for practice and learning, thus
lowering the rate of academic engagement. These teachers also
tend to communicate their low expectations to students.
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indirectly causing the students to lower self-expectations and
thus decreasing the amount of effort put into learning.
The result of low expectations is most often low
student achievement. This phenomenon has been labeled the
self-fulfilling prophecy or the Pygmalian effect which was first
noted in research by Rosenthal and Jacobsen (cited in Davis and
Thomas, 1989). In their research, teachers' expectations for
student achievement were manipulated to see if expectations
would be fulfilled. Using several classes in an elementary
school, teachers were lead to believe that a few children in
each class would show unusually large achievement gains
during the coming school year. Although students were
randomly selected for the study with no basis for the claim of
high achiever, improved student performance was evident at
the end of the school year (most of the effects were confined to
the first two grades) (Good and Brophy, 1978).
Subsequent studies have had a range of results (Persell,
1977; Good and Brophy, 1978). One significant factor seems to
affect results of teacher expectations research: whether the
expectations were normal or induced (Persell, 1977). Natural
expectations are obtained by simply asking teachers to make
predictions or to rank or group students according to
achievement or inability. Induced expectations are obtained
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by creating fictitious information about the students' abilities.
(The Rosenthal and Jacobsen study is an example of an induced
study.) (Cited in Good and Brophy, 1978)
Studies involving induced expectations have produced
mixed, mostly negative results (Good and Brophy, 1978);
however, the negative results are more likely a result of the
researchers’ failure to induce the desired expectations than to
failure of teacher expectations to affect student behavior. On
the other hand, naturalistic studies using teachers' real
expectations have shown that teachers' expectations are related
to differential teacher behavior, causing the teachers to behave
in ways that tend to make their expectations come true (Good
and Brophy, 1978).
Brophy and Good, and Good and Weinstein (cited in Davis
and Thomas, 1989), offer the following five steps in their
model of teacher expectations:
1. The teacher expects specific behavior and
achievement from particular students.
2. Because of these various expectations, the teacher
behaves differently towards various students.
3. This differential treatment tells students what
behavior and achievement the teacher expects from
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them, thus affecting their self-concepts, achievement
motivation, and aspirations.
4. If such treatment is consistent over time, and if
students do not change it in some way, it will shape their
achievement and behavior. High-expectation students
will be led to achieve at high levels, while low-
expectation students will decline.
5. Over time, students' achievement and behavior will
conform more and more closely to the performance
originally expected of them. (p. 126)
Roueche and Baker (1986) found that the professional
staff in effective schools tends to predict higher educational
accomplishments for their pupils and the teachers generally
expect more students to graduate from high school and college.
High expectations and high achievement have a strong
relationship. In fact, the relationship between race or SES and
achievement is not as strong as the relationship between high
expectations and high achievement (Rutter et al., 1979;
Schneider, 1985; Weber, 1971).
In a study concerning the consequences of tougher
standards on potential dropouts, McDill et al. (1987) reported
that those students presented with higher standards did, in
general, devote more effort to school tasks. By rating classes as
50
high-demand, medium-demand, and low-demand, it was
reported that the higher the demand level in the classroom, the
more likely students were to report paying attention in class
and spending time on homework. In the low-demand classes
the incidence of class cutting behavior was greater than at the
two higher levels. The researchers concluded that although the
teacher in the low-demand class may have thought that the
lack of academic pressure made the class more pleasant and
reduced cutting, in reality there was little activity going on in
the low-demand classroom to merit attendance. Standards for
performance that were higher than those observed in the low-
demand classes appeared to both encourage student effort and
discourage student absenteeism, a precursor to dropping out
(McDill et al., 1987).
Evaluation of the Instructional Program. Edmonds (1979)
stated that one of the characteristics of an effective school is
the frequent monitoring of the instructional program.
Evaluation of the instructional program should be done in order
to determine the effectiveness of the instructional program and
the actions needed to intervene and provide a more effective
program for all learners.
Conner et al. (1985) offers four essential features of the
formative testing process at the classroom, school and district
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levels: (1) Stating the Belief System—the belief that all
students can learn what schools teach is fundamental to
developing students’ abilities; (2) Setting Goals and Measuring-
-formative tests should measure specific content objectives.
Formative measures are criterion- or curriculum-referenced,
rather than normed to produce a bell curve. Formative
measures are designed to determine which objectives students
have mastered and which ones they still need to work on, or to
identify classes or schools that need help; (3) Collecting Data—
data is collected during the instructional process so that
problems can be identified while there is still time to correct
them; (4) Acting on Test Information—strategies are
developed to correct the deficiencies of the students or school
with the underlying belief that improvement is possible and
improvement can become a reality (see Figure 2).
Figure 2
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Source: Conner, Educational Leadership, 1985
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Dropout Prevention programs should be continuously
monitored and evaluated. Without this feedback, school
systems would begin to waste needed funds on programs that
do not meet established goals and objectives. CREMS, the
Center for Research on Elementary and Middle Schools (1987),
suggests that a three-step process could help schools improve
the performance of potential dropouts. First, identify programs
in the early grades that have been rigorously evaluated and
proved to be effective for at-risk students, that is, programs
that improve the academic performance of at-risk students.
Second, implement these programs as faithfully as possible in
preschool, kindergarten, and each elementary grade level so
that at-risk students, at each level of their schooling, receive
effective instruction day after day and year after year. Third,
provide extensive evaluation of the effects of the effective
programs in widespread practice.
Edmonds (1979) identified principal, teacher and parent
behaviors that characterize the evaluation of educational
programs. As seen in Figure 3, principals should promote an
evaluation system that is clear and reflects the schoolwide
goals.
Figure 3
Assessment Characteristics of Instructionally
Effective Schools
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In an article concerning school reform and its effects on
potential dropouts, Natriello (1986), stated that school
administrators must insist on adequate evaluation of new
reform policies and their effects on potential dropouts. He
states that evaluation is essential to judging the efficacy of
changing standards for performance. Hammack (1987) found
only one of the six large urban districts studied that attempted
to link data on dropouts to various school problems which, as
viewed by Mann (1987), prevents the acquisition of cumulative
knowledge about the effectiveness of dropout prevention
programs.
Natriello, Pallas, and McDill (1987) noted that the most
crucial aspect of the school organization in being responsive to
the needs and concerns of students lies in the capacity of the
school staff to assess on a continuing basis the impact of their
program on students, including dropouts. Gottfredson and
Gottfredson (1988) asserted that we can only begin to make
progress in developing effective school programs for any
population of students if we engage in the systematic design,
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation of school programs.
As schools seek to develop the capacity to assess their own
programs, there is a great opportunity for researchers and
practitioners to collaborate and to generate evaluation
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processes that increase the responsiveness of schools to
students.
Safe and Orderly Environment. A disciplined and orderly
environment is of great importance as revealed in a poll of
public opinion (Gallup, 1985) and emphasized by educational
researchers such as Purkey and Smith (1983). Schools that are
orderly, purposeful, and peaceful are schools in which
achievement is higher. Orderly schools have rules, regulations,
and guidelines and teachers and students are expected to
adhere to these rules. The rules are not tested by teachers or
students. Rules are clear and just and are accepted by almost
everyone (Shoemaker and Fraser, 1981).
Principals have a significant role in maintaining a safe
and orderly climate. Research indicates that effective schools
possess a sense of order, purpose, direction, and coherence.
Roueche and Baker (1986) and Shoemaker and Fraser (1981)
both note that effective schools give the impression that they
are being run. Shoemaker and Fraser (1981) attributed the
success in maintaining order to the use of assertive leadership
behavior. Assertive leadership includes both what the
principal does and what the principal will allow to happen.
Gilbert Austin (1979) offered a significant viewpoint of
an effective school. He stated that effective schools possess a
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climate of purposefulness; that is, they operate with a sense of
purpose rather than simply out of habit. Weber (1971)
reported in his study of inner city schools that "it is difficult to
escape the conviction that the order, sense of purpose, relative
quiet, and pleasure in learning of these schools plays a role in
their achievement" (p. 26).
Gigliotti and Brookover (1975) asserted that a substantial
network of rules and policies, combined with consistent and
continuous reinforcement, works to minimize confusion and
generate a sense of control in effective schools. Wynne (1981)
found that everywhere within the educational environment of
effective schools, the prohibitions and punishments are well-
known.
Order and safety characteristics of a school climate have
been studied in relation to school building characteristics
(Anderson, 1982; Rutter et al., 1979). Rutter et al. (1979)
reported no relationship between the age of buildings and any
of the outcomes they were studying (attendance, achievement,
delinquency or behavior). However, they noted that higher
student achievement was associated with the decoration and
care of schools and classrooms.
Weber (1971), McDill and Rigsby (1973), and Rutter et al.
(1979) reported that class size had no effect on any outcome
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studied; nor did school size as reported by Rutter et al. (1979).
Contrary findings were reported by Duke and Perry (1978), in
a descriptive study of 18 alternative high schools. They
concluded that smaller schools had better student behavior.
In their analysis of the HS&B data, Wehlage and Rutter
(1987) found that student alienation and rejection of school in
terms of teacher interest in students, effectiveness of
discipline, and fairness of discipline affected the dropout rate.
Cutting classes, which appears to be a manifestation of feelings
of alienation and rejection, was higher for dropouts. Similarly,
Ekstrom et al. (1987) reported that dropouts report having
more behavior problems in school as well as higher rates of
tardiness and absenteeism as reported in HS&B. Gaddy (1988),
in his analysis of high school order and student achievement,
stated that other students' behavior and achievement
taken as aggregates influence individual student behavior and
achievement. In other words, while disruptive students may
harm their own achievement, they may also hurt the
achievement of others in the learning environment. Here lies
the importance of maintaining order in a school.
Finally, Craft (1987) asked very thought-provoking
questions about safe and orderly environments in a
presentation to The National Association of Secondary
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Principals, She suggested that there is a dark side to the
excellence movement: The current push to raise test scores has
addressed almost exclusively a cognitive phenomenon, not
considering other needs of children. In terms of a safe and
orderly environment, she stated that along with protecting the
physical welfare of students, schools must also protect the
social, emotional and academic welfare of students. To address
these "safety problems" the following questions should be
asked:
1. Is it safe to think in school?
2. Is it safe to be different in school?
3. Is it safe to be independent in school? (Craft, 1987)
With the high level of school alienation reported by most
dropouts (Mann, 1987; Wehlage and Rutter, 1987), the answer
to these questions may all be no. Hence, the dropout rate may
continue to increase if a positive, orderly, supportive school
climate is not established and maintained.
Grouping Practices. Grouping practices differ in
elementary and high schools. At the elementary level, teachers
are most often assigned a class for the entire school year.
Students are then usually grouped homogeneously for basic
skills instruction and heterogeneously for content area
instruction. In a discussion on dropout prevention, DeRidder
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(1988) reported that elementary teachers, in an effort to find a
method of managing the already wide range of differences, sort
students into groups who are reasonably similar in readiness to
learn. What usually emerges are groups with similar
socioeconomic backgrounds. But if groups are temporary and
are periodically restructured on the basis of academic
achievement, the opportunity to achieve the desired goals and
objectives are more likely and the socioeconomic differences
less pronounced (Slavin, 1987). However, in many classrooms
the advantaged students are the teacher’s primary focus while
the less academically ready are neglected or rejected
(DeRidder, 1988). Rist (1970, 1973) found obvious differences
in language and modes of interacting between teachers and
students in classrooms in which both students and teachers
were black. It was found that, even in an environment in
which race-related differences were controlled, obvious
differences in language and modes of interacting between
teachers and some students did exist. These cues were used in
quickly and unilaterally organizing classrooms.
Eder (1981) reported that educational failure was implicit
in teacher's well-intentioned use of informal tracking systems
that were continually reproduced without the use of test scores
or other objective criteria. DeRidder (1988) concluded that
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these grouping practices unfairly label children and are the
beginnings of the dropout syndrome.
It is easy to see how students develop a feeling of school
alienation. At the high school level, students who have been
involved in informal tracking (Eder, 1981) at the elementary
level will then begin to experience formal tracking. The High
School and Beyond (HS&B) study provided data on how a
student's high school program affected educational outcomes,
including dropping out. Barro and Kolstad (1987) reported that
of the three high school tracks or programs (academic, general,
vocational), students who reported enrollment in the vocational
program dropped out at more than three times the rate of
students who were enrolled in the academic programs and at a
slightly higher rate than the students enrolled in the general
program. This pattern holds for males and females and for
blacks and white but not for Hispanics, for whom the inter¬
program differences are considerably smaller.
These findings do not confirm the failure of vocational
education programs to retain potential dropouts in school. It
has been argued that students with little ability or interest in
academic work would drop out at even higher rates if the
vocational option was not available (Barro and Kolstad, 1987).
It can be concluded that the difference in choice or assignment
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of a high school program may be more a symptom of arbitrary,
subjective tracking by teachers rather than the result of
objective assessment and placement of students from
elementary through high school.
Druian (1986) suggested that practitioners working with
at-risk youth, should consider providing opportunities for at-
risk students to interact with a variety of pupils. Ward (1986)
and Jonas (1987) recommended cooperative learning groups
(small groups with diverse backgrounds working on common
tasks). Additionally, Ward (1986) found that minority students
showed significant gains in achievement in desegregated
classrooms.
Time Devoted to Instruction. The length of a class period
in secondary schools defines the maximum amount of time
available for instruction; however, research indicates that
mere length of a class period does not relate to academic
achievement. Clearly, student learning depends on how the
available time is used, not the amount of time available
(Stallings, 1980). This view point is substantiated via a study
conducted by SRI International (Stallings, Needels and
Atayrook, 1979). The study was conducted in 87 secondary
remedial classrooms. Findings from the study suggested that
the amount of time allocated to specific reading activities
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significantly affected student reading gains (Stallings, 1980).
Also, results showed strong correlations between engaged
learning time and reading gain. The study, entitled "The
Teaching Of Basic Reading Skills in Secondary Schools"
(Stallings, et al., 1979), found that variables positively related
to reading gain were characterized as interactive, on-task
instruction. Variables negatively related to reading gain were
characterized by non-interactive, on task instruction. Off-task
variables were also found to be negatively related to reading
gain. Interactive on-task behaviors included:
discussion/review, reading aloud, drill and practice, praise and
support of reading task, and supportive feedback. Non¬
interactive on-task instruction included: classroom
management; silent reading, sustained silent reading, and
written assignments. Off-task activities included: Organizing,
social interactions, and negative interactions.
Similar results were found by Brophy (1986) in which
teacher behaviors such as role definition, classroom
management, and active teaching were found to directly affect
the amount of time devoted to instruction. In terms of role
definition, teachers that emphasize instruction as their priority
tend to allocate the largest amount of the school day to
instruction. Effective classroom management techniques result
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in efficient learning environments in which transitions are
brief and orderly, and minimal time is spent disciplining
students. Active teaching, where teachers spend most of their
time teaching or supervising students rather than allowing
them to work on their own, is crucial to student progress
(Brophy, 1986).
The researchers of A Nation at Risk (National Commission
on Excellence in Education, 1983) corroborate the findings of
Stallings et al. (1979), Stallings (1980), and Brophy (1986) as
well as provide a wider perspective of the problems associated
with the amount of time devoted to instruction:
The time available for learning should be expanded
through better classroom management and organization
of the school day...Additional time should be found to
meet the needs of slow learners, the gifted, and others
who need more instructional diversity than can be
accommodated during a conventional school day or year,
(p. 29)
Summarv/Conclusions
The review of literature has focused on three major
causes and conditions that impact the dropout problem: (1)
Socioeconomic Factors, (2) Race/Ethnicity and Sex, and (3)
School-Related Factors. Factors one and two are well
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documented in the literature as impacting the dropout
problem. Factor three has become of concern to researchers
only peripherally—in terms of student performance, high
school programs, teacher-pupil ratio, and percentage of
enrollment—black. However, these variables were found to
have a significant relationship to the dropout rate.
The review of related research concerning school learning
climate began with an investigation of definitions of the
concept of climate. The concept of school learning climate was
found to be associated with student achievement. A review of
the related research on the seven school learning climate
variables revealed no studies that focused on the relationship
between teacher perceptions of the school learning climate
variables and the dropout rate in secondary schools. It can be
concluded that further research is needed to determine the





The effective schools research provides the framework
upon which this study rests. Effective schools research is based
upon the concept of equity. Edmonds (1979) defines equity as
the "sense of fairness in the distribution of the primary goods
and services that characterize our social order" (p. 15).
Education, in the context of equity, is described by Edmonds
(1979) as the "early acquisition of those basic school skills that
assure pupils’ successful access to the next level of schooling"
(p. 15). He stated that the attainment of these basic skills
should be more a political issue than a social science issue.
Within this context, politics is defined as the "substantive and
procedural bases for deciding the distribution of educational
resources, defining the uses to which the schools are to be put
and establishing the criteria by which school personnel are to
be evaluated" (Edmonds, 1979, p. 16). Social science is defined
as "the relationship between social characteristics, pupil
performance, pupil family background and pupil social class"
(Edmonds, 1979, p. 16).
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The issue of dropping out has been reviewed in this
study within a political context (i.e., school-related factors) and
a social science context (i.e., race/ethnicity, sex, personal
characteristics and socioeconomic factors). Applying Edmond’s
belief that the attainment of basic skills by all students is more
a "political" than "social science" issue, it can be postulated that:
By providing an equitable educational system which addresses
political issues (school related issues), there will be a high
percentage of students mastering the basic skills and there will
be a low percentage of students leaving school before
graduation (dropping out).
Definition of the Variables of the Study
The independent variables of this study were: (1)
Teacher perceptions of the school learning climate variables as
identified by A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument: and (2) Students' levels of achievement as
measured by the mean reading and math scores taken from the
Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP). The dependent
variable was the high school dropout rate for each respective
high school in the Atlanta Public Schools.
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Independent Variables
School learning climate. For the dimensions of this study,
school learning climate was defined as those characteristics of
schools associated with A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument (Brookover et al., 1984) (see Appendix G). Those
characteristics, developed in part by Ron Edmonds (1979),
comprise the independent variables of school learning climate
for this study, and were examined discretely in terms of their
relationship to the dropout rate. The school learning climate
variables, measured by A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument, are defined as follows:
Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership—
The effective communication of the mission of the school
to staff, parents and students and the understanding and
application of the characteristics of instructional
effectiveness in working with the school community.
Characteristics of instructional effectiveness are:
1. Frequent visits to classrooms
2. Presenting innovative programs and techniques
to staff
3. Organizing teacher effectiveness training
4. Meeting with staff to discuss student
achievement
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5. Assessing program needs
6. Attending to materials
7. Working closely with staff
8. Coordinating the school program
9. Providing encouragement and reinforcement to
staff
Emphasis on Achievement— A systematic and
coordinated effort to upgrade student achievement, to
combat student learning difficulties, and to provide
continuity of instruction across grades which allows for
smooth transition from one grade level to the next.
Teachers set clear goals, devise specific plans to reach
goals, direct school resources toward achieving the goals,
and are supportive to goal attainment.
Teacher Expectations of Students— An environment in
which teachers believe and demonstrate that students
can reach extended levels of achievement and that they
(the staff) have the capacity and responsibility to deliver
the required instructional program.
Evaluation of the Instructional Program— Careful and
continuous assessment of the effects of the instructional
program upon the desired goals and objectives and the
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identification of correctives needed, if any, to obtain the
program's goals and objectives.
Safe and Orderly Environment— A school atmosphere
which is free from the threat of physical harm or
intimidation and is conducive to teaching and learning.
Grouping Practices— The assignment of students into a
specific class of program on the basis of objective criteria.
Time Devoted to Instruction— The amount of school time
devoted to providing opportunities for direct student
participation in learning activities.
Student achievement. McDavid and Garwood (1978),
define achievement as "the amount of available information
present in an individual which reflects the degree of success of
past learning experiences." Student achievement, within the
purview of this study is defined as the mean reading and math
scores for a high school as measured by the Tests of
Achievement and Proficiency for the school years 1985-1988.
Dependent Variable
The high school dropout rate. The mean high school
dropout rate for the school years 1985-1988 comprise the high
school dropout rate for this study. This was calculated for each
school by dividing the three year total number of dropouts by
the three year total school enrollment for the 1985-88 school
years.
Proposed Relationship Between Variables
The proposed relationship between the independent and
dependent variables is depicted in the model shown in Figure
4. The seven variables that measure school climate are posited
to have a significant relationship to the dropout rate of each
high school in the Atlanta Public Schools. The two variables of
student achievement are also posited to have a direct
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1. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Administrative or Principal's
Instructional Leadership as measured by teachers' perceptions
on A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
2. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Emphasis on Achievement as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument.
3. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and Teacher Expectations of Students as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument.
4. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Evaluation of the Instructional
Program as measured by teachers' perceptions on A School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
5. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Safety and Orderliness of the
School Environment as measured by teachers' perceptions on A
School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
6. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and Grouping Practices as measured by
teachers' perceptions on A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument.
7. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the Time Devoted to Instruction as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument.
8. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the student reading achievement level
as measured by the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency.
9. There is no significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the student math achievement level as
measured by the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency.
CHAPTER IV
Research Methods
Design of the Study
The design for this study was correlational. The
relationship between selected school learning climate variables,
students' reading and math achievement levels and the high
school dropout rate in the Atlanta Public Schools was
investigated. To assess the school climate, teachers were
administered A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument. Reading and math achievement levels and data on
the dropout rate of each high school was obtained from the
Department of Research and Evaluation of the Atlanta Public
Schools.
The Population and Sample
The population utilized for determining reading and math
achievement levels was the high school students enrolled in the
Atlanta Public Schools from 1985-1988. The population
utilized for assessing the school learning climate was the high
school teachers in the Atlanta Public Schools. Teachers were
selected utilizing a table of random numbers (Slavin, 1984), the
sample representing not less than 30% of any given school
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population of teachers. Table 4 indicates that 30% of the 972
high school teachers returned the survey form. The number of
staff returning surveys in each high school ranged from 16% to
70% of the population of teachers. The subjects for this study
were the 17 high schools in the Atlanta Public Schools. Schools
were identified by a letter code for the purposes of this study.
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TABLE 4
Percentages of Teaching Staffs Returning
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument




A 73 15 21
B 93 15 16
C 71 18 25
D 42 24 57
E 34 1 1 32
F 80 15 19
G 35 1 1 3 1
H 54 17 3 1
I 77 15 19
J 50 22 44
K 59 12 20
L 68 19 28
M 58 14 24
N 43 30 70
0 43 16 37
P 48 19 40
Q 44 16 36
n = 17 972 289 30%
78
Instrumentation
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument
The school learning climate variables were measured by
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument (see
Appendix G.). The instrument was developed by Wilbur
Brookover, Lonnie McIntyre, and John Schweitzer of Michigan
State University, and Edward Slawski of the Pontiac, Michigan
Public Schools. This instrument grew out of the need to
develop a method of measuring school effectiveness following a
review of the research on characteristics of schools associated
with student achievement (Brookover et al., 1984), and the
development of a school improvement in-service training
program (Brookover et al., 1984).
Validation at the elementary school level. The original
validation process for A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument by Brookover et al. (1984) was conducted in
elementary schools. The first step in validating A School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument was to review the
literature on effective schools and the nature of previously
developed questionnaires and other methods of assessing
school learning climate. After a comprehensive review of the
research and other instruments, the first version of the
79
questionnaire was prepared. Because of length, the
questionnaire was revised and administered to principals and
teachers in Michigan elementary schools.
The next step in validating A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument grew out of the Memphis School
Improvement Project. Drawing from several sources. Dr. John
Schweitzer added a number of items to those which had been
previously validated in Michigan schools. In constructing this
instrument. Dr. Schweitzer was guided by the organization
factors associated with school achievement developed by Dr.
Ron Edmonds. These were: (1) Administrative or principal's
instructional leadership; (2) emphasis on achievement; (3) safe
and orderly environment; (4) expectations; and (5) use of
assessment instruments. This expanded instrument was
administered to teachers and principals in a number of
predominantly black Memphis elementary schools. Subsequent
use of the instrument in 20 Memphis schools indicated that
improvement in climate factors occurred during the period of
one year in which a change program was being carried out.
Furthermore, the changes in school learning climate were
associated with changes in the level of school achievement
(Brookover et al., 1984).
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The final step was to determine whether or not the items
were clearly distinguishable between high and low achieving
schools when used by outside observers. To accomplish this,
items from the revised instrument and from the Memphis
Project were used. Post-analysis revealed the emergence of
two new factors: Grouping Practices and Time Devoted to
Instruction. The final number of variables and items
associated with each variable identified on A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument for the elementary level were:
1. Administrative or Principal Instructional Leadership—
This variable is measured by items: 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28,
38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44, 45, 46 and 51.
2. Emphasis on Achievement — This variable is
measured by items: 9, 10, 11, 13, 14 and 18.
3. Teacher Expectations of Students — This variable is
measured by items: 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 and 12.
4. Evaluation of the Instructional Program — This
variable is measured by items: 25, 26, 34, 35, 37 and 39.
5. Safe and Orderly Environment — This variable is
measured by items: 20, 29, 30, 33, 36, 43, 47, 48, 50 and 52.
6. Grouping Practices — This variable is measured by
items: 53, 54, 55 and 56.
7. Time Devoted to Instruction — This variable is
measured by items: 57, 58, 59, 60.
Validation at the secondary level. Since this instrument
was validated only in elementary schools, it was necessary to
validate the instrument in high schools. The steps in validating
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument at the
secondary level were: (1) An item-to-total test for construct
validity; and (2) A survey of experts in the area of secondary
education to determine content validity of the instrument.
The first step in validating A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument at the secondary level was an item-to-
total test for construct validity. Construct validity measures
the degree to which scores on a scale have a pattern of
correlations with other scores or attributes that would be
predicted by well-established theory (Slavin, 1984). Construct
validity is high when a scale not only correlates with other
measures with which it is supposed to correlate, but also fails
to correlate with measures of concepts from which it is
supposed to be different (Slavin, 1984). To obtain construct
validity for this instrument at the secondary level, 45, non¬
study high school teachers were administered the instrument.
The results were then correlated using the Pearson r item-to-
total test for reliability. The degrees of freedom (df) were set
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at 43, the level of probability was set at .05 and the level of
significance was determined to be .3040.
Each variable was tested discretely to determine whether
the items identified by Brookover et al. (1984) to measure each
variable showed significant correlations to those variables
using a high school sample. Table 5 shows the alpha reliability
coefficients for each variable as well as the items that were
deleted from each variable. All items that met the .3040
criterion level of significance were included in the final
administration of the instrument.
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Table 5
Alpha Reliability Coefficients for A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument Variables and Items Deleted as a
Result of An Item-to-Total Test for Construct Validity
Alpha
Reliability
Variables Coefficients Items Deleted
Instructional
Leadership .8997 #16. #17
Emphasis on




Program .6404 #31, #32
Safe and Orderly
Environment .8777 none
Grouping Practices .7008 none
Time Devoted
to Instruction .5699 #57
n= 45 df= 43 p= .05 level of significance-.
The final step in validating A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument at the secondary level was the test for
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content validity by six experts in the area of secondary
education. Content validity refers to the degree to which the
content of a test matches some objective criterion (Slavin,
1984). Content validity is usually established by showing a
comparison between the concepts tested by the test items and
those covered in the specific project (Slavin, 1984). In the
validation of this instrument, six experts in the area of
secondary education were asked to complete a questionnaire.
The questionnaire provided an operational definition for each
variable and asked the experts to determine if the items
identified with each variable, in their opinions, measured the
variables they were designed to measure. The results
presented in Appendix I indicate that the majority of the
experts agreed that the items did measure the variables they
were designed to measure.
The overall results of the validation process of A School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument at the secondary
level show few changes in the instrument from the elementary
to the secondary level. Most of the items clustered around the
variables they were designed to measure in the item-to-total
test for construct validity. The experts found the content of the
instrument valid in terms of the items measuring what they
were designed to measure.
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The items associated with each school learning climate
variable for the secondary level are:
1. Administrative or Principal's Instructional
Leadership—items 15, 21, 22, 23, 24, 27, 28, 38, 49, 40, 41, 42,
44, 45, 46 and 51.
2. Emphasis on Achievement-items 9, 10, 11, 13, 14 and
18.
3. Teacher Expectations of Students—items 2, 3, 4, 5, 6
and 12.
4. Evaluation of the Instructional Program—items 25, 26,
34, 35, 37 and 49.
5. Safe and Orderly Environment—items 20, 29, 30, 33,
36, 43, 47, 48, 50 and 52.
6. Grouping Practices—items 58, 59 and 60.
7. Time Devoted to Instruction—items 58, 59 and 60.
Student Achievement Variables
Mean student achievement levels were measured by the
calculation of school composites of the reading and math scores
of the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) for the
1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88 school years.
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High School Dropout Rate
The mean dropout rates for each high school for the
1985-86 through 1987-88 school years were calculated by
dividing the three year total number of dropouts by the three
year total school enrollment.
Data Collection and Procedures
Procedures for conducting this study were:
1. Each high school principal was sent a letter explaining
the study. Also, teacher participation of at least 20 percent of
the teaching staff was requested.
2. A follow-up phone call was made to confirm
permission for teacher participation.
3. Teachers were then given a packet including a cover
letter explaining the study, directions for completing the
questionnaire and the questionnaire itself.
4. Reading and math TAP aggregate data (school and
grade level) for the past three years was obtained from the
Department of Research and Evaluation.
5. High school dropout rate data for the past three years
was obtained from the Department of Research and Evaluation.
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Data Analysis Procedures
The relationship between the independent variables and
dependent variables was analyzed using a nonparametric
correlational technique, Spearman's rho. This technique
provides a measure of the relationship between two variables
when the data are in the form of relative rankings or ordinal
measurements (Elzey, 1985).
The Pearson r Product Moment correlational technique
was employed as the preliminary step in a Stepwise Multiple
Regression Analysis. This regression analysis technique was
utilized to determine the strongest correlations between the
independent variables and the dependent variable or, in other
words, to determine the variable that was the strongest
predictor of dropping-out.
A t-test was computed to determine the difference in
means between the four schools with the lowest dropout rates
and the four schools with the highest dropout rates. This test
was employed to determine if either group possessed certain
qualities that may impact upon the dropout rate.
CHAPTER V
Presentation and Analysis of Data
The purpose of this study was to determine the
relationship between teachers' perceptions of school learning
climate variables, students' reading and math achievement
levels, and the high school dropout rate in the Atlanta Public
Schools. The seventeen Atlanta high schools were the subjects
for this study. The scores of the school learning climate
variables were obtained by administering A School Learning
Climate Assessment Instrument to randomly selected high
school teachers and calculating the mean score for each
variable for each high school. The reading and math
achievement levels were obtained by determining the means
for reading and math achievement from 1985 to 1988 for all
Atlanta City high school students. The dropout rate for each
high school was determined by calculating the mean dropout
rate for each high school between the years 1985-88.
In this chapter the following data will be presented:
Section one presents demographic information on the teacher
sample population. Section two provides a description of the
school learning climate variables, reading and math
achievement levels, and the high school dropout rates for each
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high school. Section three presents the results and analysis of
the statistical tests applied to the null hypotheses. The fourth
and final section presents a summary of the findings.
Demographics of the Sample Population
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument was
administered to randomly selected teachers in each high school.
The total number of high school teachers in the Atlanta Public
Schools is 972 and the percentage of high school teachers
surveyed for this study was 30%. The sample population for
each high school ranged from 16% to 70% of the total number
of teachers (see Table 4). Further analysis of the sample
population revealed that more than 70% of the teachers
surveyed were female and that almost 80% of the teachers
surveyed were black.
Over 47% of the teachers surveyed were between the
ages 41-50 and over 57% of the teachers surveyed had a
Master's degree. Over 68% of them have been teaching more
than 15 years; however, 35.6% of those surveyed have only
been at their current assignments for five years or less, and
30.8% have been at their current assignments more than 15
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years. Table 6 provides specific information concerning the
sample population.
TABLE 6

















B.A. or B^. CT^) 91 31.3
M.E4. or M.A. (T-5) 166 37.4
Ed.D. a-<) 23 1.7
Teaching Eaperience:
l-S yean 27 9J
6-10 yean 21 7.3
11-13 yean 42 14.3
More than 13 yean 199 6t.9
Yean at Current
Asiignmcnl:
1-3 yean 103 33.6
6-10 yean 33 19.0
11-13 yean 42 14.3




School Learning Climate Variables
The sample teacher population in each high school was
administered A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument to determine the scores of the school learning
climate variables. A score of 5.0 to 3.1 on a variable indicated
a favorable rating. A score of three or below indicated that the
variable was assessed unfavorably and probably indicated an
ineffective school learning characteristic (Brookover, 1984).
The scale of favorability for this instrument was:
5.0 - 3.1 — represents a favorable perception
3.0-0 " represents an unfavorable perception
The school learning climate variables are: (1)
Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership; (2)
Emphasis on Achievement; (3) Teacher Expectations of
Students; (4) Evaluation of the Instructional Program; (5) Safe
and Orderly Environment; (6) Grouping Practices; and (7) Time
Devoted to Instruction. A description of the mean and
standard deviation for each variable follows. For the purposes
of this analysis, means were rounded-off to the tenth place
when discussing favorability or unfavorability. For example, a
school mean of 3.0380 was rounded-off to 3.0, when discussing
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the favorability/unfavorability of a school learning climate
variable.
As shown in Table 7, the range of means for
Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership was
3.0380 to 4.0690. The total mean was 3.7494 and the total
standard deviation was .6026. Sixteen of the seventeen schools
scored this variable above 3.0 revealing a favorable perception
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Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership


















n= 17 Total Mean= 3.7494 Total Std.= .6026
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As shown in Table 8, the range of means for Emphasis on
Achievement was 3.6953 to 4.4118. The total mean was
4.0939 and the total standard deviation was .4422. Eleven of
the seventeen schools scored this variable above 4.0 which
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n= 17 Total Mean= 4.0939 Total Std.= .4422
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Table 9 shows means and standard deviations for the
variable Teacher Expectations of Students. The range of means
was 4.5195 to 3.1241. The total mean was 3.7299 and the total
standard deviation was .6015. All schools scored this variable
favorably indicating a high perception of the sample population
for this variable.
Table 9
Mean and Standard Deviation of
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Teacher Expectations of Students


















n= 17 Total Mean= 3.7299 Total Std.= .6015
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As shown in Table 10, the range of means for the
Evaluation of the Instructional Program was 3.3667 to 4.5667.
The total mean was 3.9656 and the total standard deviation
was .5274. Seven of the seventeen schools scored this variable
4.0 or above and the remaining ten schools scored this variable
above 3.0. This indicates a high perception of the Evaluation of
the Instructional Program by the sample population.
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Table 10
Mean and Standard Deviation of
Evaluation of the Instructional Program


















n= 17 Total Mean= 3.9656 Total Std.= .5274
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As shown in Table 11, the range of means for Safe and
Orderly Environment was 4.1400 to 2.9062. The total mean
was 3.5175 and the total standard deviation was .7184. Three
schools scored this variable above 4.0 and twelve of the schools
scored this variable above 3.0, indicating that the majority of
the sample population has a favorable perception of the
variable Safe and Orderly Environment.
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Table 11
Mean and Standard Deviation of
Safe and Orderly Environment


















n= 17 Total Mean= 3.5175 Total Std.= .7184
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As shown in Table 12, the range of means for Grouping
Practices was 3A122 to 2.5795. The total mean was 3.0177
and the total standard deviation was .7588. Nine of the
seventeen schools scored this variable favorably. Eight of the
seventeen schools scored this variable 3.0 or below. The
number of schools showing a favorable rating for this variable
and the number of schools showing an unfavorable rating is
almost evenly divided.
Table 12
Mean and Standard Deviation of
Grouping Practices
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n= 17 Total Mean= 3.0177 Total Std.= .7588
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The range of means for the Time Devoted to Instruction
was 4.0606 to 2.2143. The total mean was 3.2905 and with a
standard deviation of .7556. Fourteen of the schools scored
this variable favorably and three of the schools scored this
variable below 3.0 showing unfavorable perceptions of the
Time Devoted to Instruction in those schools (see Table 13).
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Table 13
Mean and Standard Deviation of
Time Devoted to Instruction


















n= 17 Total Mean= 3.2905 Total Std.= .7556
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Achievement Data
Reading. Table 14 represents the mean percent of
students scoring at or above the national norm in reading on
the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) for the school
years 1985-86 to 1987-88. Three schools had more than 50%
of the total population to score at or above the national norm
for the designated school years in reading. The range of means




Percent of Students Scoring at or above the National Norm
in Reading on the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency







G 70 68 70 69.3
J 61 60 54 58.3
A 52 55 57 54.7
B 40 47 47 44.7
Q 35 32 43 36.7
F 27 31 33 30.3
I 22 27 33 27.3
E 26 31 24 27.0
H 27 22 32 27.0
K 23 25 31 26.3
C 19 26 31 25.3
0 17 18 22 19.0
L 13 20 18 17.0
N 1 1 16 20 15.7
D 1 1 16 1 8 15.0
P 12 11 17 13.3
M 9 14 12 11.7
n = 17 27.9% 30.5% 33.1% 30.5%
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Math. Table 15 presents the mean percent of students
scoring at or above the national norm in math on the Tests of
Achievement and Proficiency (TAP) for the school year 1985-
86 to 1987-88. Three schools had more than 50% of the total
population to score at or above the national norm for the
designated school years in math.
The range of means for math was 68.0% to 10.7% and the
total mean for math was 29.0%.
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Table 15
Percent of Students Scoring at or above the National Norm
in Math on the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency







G 68 66 70 68.0
J 49 51 59 53.0
A 51 54 52 52.3
B 38 43 47 42.7
Q 30 28 38 32.0
F 21 28 31 26.7
I 21 24 32 25.7
E 22 24 30 25.3
H 22 23 31 25.3
K 19 29 26 24.7
C 20 23 29 24.0
0 12 40 18 23.3
L 17 16 23 18.7
N 1 1 16 1 8 15.0
D 12 12 15 13.0
P 10 1 1 16 12.3
M .7 .9 16 10.7
n = 17 25.3% 29.0% 32.4% 29.0%
High School Dropout Data
The mean high school dropout rate was derived by
dividing the three year total number of dropouts for the school
years 1985-86, 1986-87, and 1987-88 by the three year total
school enrollment. The data shown in Table 16 is presented in
rank order, that is, the school with the lowest dropout rate is
presented as School A and the school with the highest dropout
rate is presented as School Q. The range of dropout rates from
the school with the lowest dropout rate to the school with the
highest dropout rate was 3.9% to 35.6%.
As shown in Table 16, there was an increase in the mean
dropout rate for each consecutive year with the biggest
increase between the 1985-86 and the 1986-87 school years.
The range for the 1985-86 school year and the 1986-87 school
year was from 14.2% to 18.1% or a 3.9% increase in the mean
dropout rate. The range for the 1986-87 school year and the
1987-88 school year was 19.8% to 18.1% or an increase of 1.7%
in the dropout rate. The mean dropout rate for the three
school years was 17.9% of the total school enrollment for the
three year period.
Table 16
1985-1988 Mean High School Dropout Rates*
for Atlanta Public Schools
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% of Dropout Rate
School Code 1985-86* 1986-87* 1987-88* Mean**
A 3.9 5.8 5.1 4.9
B 5.8 6.6 6.1 6.2
C 12.5 10.7 15.9 13.0
D 13.1 13.7 14.0 13.56
E 12.3 11.7 16.7 13.58
F 10.2 14.1 16.2 13.9
G 16.4 14.0 15.7 15.3
H 17.5 16.7 16.1 16.7
I 15.1 17.9 21.4 18.2
J 19.0 17.4 20.0 18.8
K 15.4 20.5 24.4 20.0
L 21.9 29.6 27.6 26.3
M 21.6 21.6 27.8 23.6
N 26.0 28.8 23.7 25.8
0 22.8 26.9 31.1 26.8
P 21.5 35.5 35.8 31.6
Q 35.6 37.8 36.6 36.7
Total System
M£ail -J4Jlg> 18.1% 19.8% 17.9%
n » 17
^Dropout Rates were determined by dividing the total number
of dropouts by the total school enrollment.
**Means were determined by dividing the three year total
number of dropouts by the three year total school enrollment.
Results
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Analysis of the Null Hypotheses
To determine the significance of the correlations between
the independent and dependent yariables a nonparametric
technique, Spearman’s rho correlation was calculated. This test
was deemed the most appropriate in that the data for this
study was presented in the form of relatiye rankings,
representing an ordinal scale for each yariable (Elzey, 1985).
The Spearman's rho correlation matrix is shown in Table 17.
TABLE 17
Spearman's rho Correlation Matrix and Level of Significance for the
Relationship Between School Learning Climate Variables. TAP
Reading and Math Achievement Levels and the High School
Inilructional











Leaderihip 1.00 .5869»* .2920 .7894»» . 5691**
J190* .3325 -.1817 -.0135 -.1123
Achievemeoi J869** 1.00 .3261* .T779»* .7141« J623**
.7657** .1963 J006 -.6933»*
Expecislions .2920 .526l» 1.00 .3274 .7983»»
-.0270 .6201•• .6009** .6793** - J825**
EvalvMion .7g94»* .7T79»» .3274*» 1.00 JllO* -5752** .2869 -.2626 -.1264 -.4221*
Safe and
Orderly
Qimate .369I* .7141»« .7983** JllO* 1.00 .3517 .7836*» M\T A552*» -.4748*
Gronpiag J190* J623*» -.0270 J752** .3517 1.00
.4442* -.0350 -.0068 -.2333
Tone on
Talk .3325 .6737*» .670 J869** .7836*» .4442* 1.00
.6193*« .7063** -J395*
Total
Reading -.1817 1963 .6009** -.2626 3117* -.0350
A193** 1.00 .9521»* -.4067*
Total Math -.0135 .3006 .6793»* -.1264 .6552*» -.0068 .7063»* .9521** 1.00 -.3337
Overall
Dropout
Rate -.1123 -.6933»* -J823** -.4221* -.4748* -.2333 -.5395 * -.4067*
-.3337 1.00
•p».05; df = 15
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The results and analysis of the test are as follows:
HqI: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and the Administrative
or Principal's Instructional Leadership as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
The correlation coefficient for the Administrative or
Principal's Instructional Leadership and the high school
dropout rate was -.0342 with a .448 level of significance. Since
the level of probability was set at p = .05, the null hypothesis
was not rejected (see Table 17). Analysis of these data reveal
that teachers' perceptions of the Administrative or Principal's
Instructional Leadership in each respective high school has no
significant relationship to the dropout rate in the Atlanta Public
Schools.
Ho2: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and the Emphasis on
Achievement as measured by teachers'
perceptions on A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument.
The correlation coefficient for Emphasis on Achievement
or Commitment and the high school dropout rate was -.6933
with a .01 level of significance. Since the level of probability
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was set at p = .05, the null hypothesis was rejected; hence,
there is a significant relationship between the high school
dropout rate and the Emphasis on Achievement as perceived
by teachers on A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument (see Table 17).
Ho3: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and the Teacher
Expectations of Students as measured by teachers'
perceptions on A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument.
As shown in Table 17, the correlation coefficient for
Teacher Expectations of Students and the high school dropout
rate was -.5825 with a .01 level of significance. Since the level
of probability was set at p = .05, the null hypothesis was
rejected; hence, there is a significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and Teacher Expectations of Students
as perceived by teachers on A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument.
H04: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and the Evaluation of the
Instructional Program as measured by teachers’
perceptions on A School Learning Climate
Assessment Instrument.
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The correlation coefficient for the Evaluation of the
Instructional Program was -.4221 with a .046 level of
significance. Since the level of probability was set at p = .05,
the null hypothesis was rejected. The indication is that
teachers' perceptions of the Evaluation of the Instructional
Program has a significant relationship to the high school
dropout rate in the Atlanta Public Schools (see Table 17).
H05: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and the Safety and
Orderliness of the School Environment as
measured by teachers' perceptions on A School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
Table 17 shows the correlation coefficient for the Safety
and Orderliness of the School Environment and the high school
dropout rate as -.4748 with a .05 level of significance. This is
significant at the p=.05 of probability. Hence, the null
hypothesis was rejected. This means that there is a significant
relationship between the high school dropout rate and the
Safety and Orderliness of the School Environment as perceived
by teachers on A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument.
Ho6: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and Grouping Practices as
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measured by teachers' perceptions on A School
Learning Climate Assessment Instrument.
The correlation coefficient for the method of Grouping
Practices was -.2618 with a .155 level of significance. Since the
level of probability was set at p = .05, the null hypothesis was
not rejected. This means that the teachers' perceptions of
Grouping Practices have no significant relationship to the
dropout rate in the Atlanta Public Schools (see Table 17).
Ho7: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and Time Devoted to
Instruction as measured by teachers' perceptions
on A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument.
The correlation coefficient for Time Devoted to
Instruction and the high school dropout rate was -.5395 with a
.01 level of significance. Since the level of probability was set
at p = .05, the null hypothesis was rejected; hence, there is a
significant relationship between the high school dropout rate
and the Time Devoted to Instruction as perceived by teachers
on A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument (see
Table 17).
HqS: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and the student reading
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achievement level as measured by the Tests of
Achievement and Proficiency.
Table 17 shows the correlation coefficient for the student
reading achievement level and the high school dropout rate as
-.4067 with a .05 level of significance. Since the level of
probability was set at p = .05, the null hypothesis was rejected;
hence, there is a significant relationship between the high
school dropout rate and the mean percentage of students
scoring above the national norm in reading on the TAP for a
given school.
Ho9: There is no significant relationship between the
high school dropout rate and the student math
achievement level as measured by the Tests of
Achievement and Proficiency.
The correlation coefficient for the student math
achievement level and the high school dropout rate was -
.3337 with a .10 level of significance (see Table 17). Since the
level of probability was set at p = .05, the null hypothesis
cannot be rejected; hence, there is no significant relationship
between the high school dropout rate and the mean percentage
of students scoring above the national norm in math on the
TAP for a given school.
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Further Testing of the Null Hypotheses
A stepwise multiple regression analysis was applied to
determine if any variables were predictors of the high school
dropout rate (see Table 18). The regression analysis technique
can only be computed using Pearson r correlation coefficients;
therefore, the Pearson r correlation coefficients for the
variables of this study were calculated (see Appendix J). The
results of step one in the regression analysis show that the
variable Teacher Expectations of Students resulted in an R
square value of .51243; in other words, 51% of the variation in
the dropout rate is explained by the linear regression on the
Teacher Expectations of Students variable.
The results of step two show that Emphasis on
Achievement received an R square value of .64500 and an R
square change of .13258 (see Table 18). This indicates that
13% of the variation in the dropout rate is explained by the
linear regression on the Emphasis on Achievement variable. No
other variables met the criteria for entering the regression and
do not account for a significant variance in the dropout rate.
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Table 18
Results of the Stepwise Multiple Regression Analysis for the
Relationship Between School Learning Climate Variables.
TAP Reading and Math Achievement Levels, and the








Adjusted R Square .47992
Standard Error 6.12568
R Square Change .51243
F Change 15.76465
Significant F Change .00120
F = 15.76465 Significant F = .00120
Variable entered on Step Number 2-Achievement
Multiple R .80312
R Square .64500
Adjusted R. Square .59429
Standard Error 5.41038
R Square Change .13258
F Change 5.22844
Significant F Change .03830
F = 12.71854 Significant F = .0007
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Table 19 shows the results of the t-test which was
utilized to determine the significant differences between the
means of the four schools with the lowest dropout rate and the
four schools with the highest dropout rate. Group 1 was
identified as the group with the lowest dropout rate and Group
2 was identified as the group with the highest dropout rate.
The results of the t-test revealed a significant difference
between the means of three of the nine independent variables
for this study; they were Emphasis on Achievement, the




Results of the Test of Differences Between the Means of the
Four High Schools with the Lowest Dropout Rates and the
Four High Schools with the Highest Dropout Rates
Variable Group I Group II T Value
Instructional
Leadership 3.8900 3.7825 -0.66
Achievement 4.2950 3.9000 -4.84**
Expectations 4.0500 2.7675 -1.77
Evaluation 4.2100 3.8400 -2.44*
Safe & Orderly
Environment 3.8050 3.3250 -1.75
Grouping 3.2100 3.0025 -1.28
Time on Task 3.6625 3.1150 -3.13*
Total Reading 37.9167 21.5000 -1.87
Total Math 36.0833 21.7500 -1.76
df = 6 *p = .05 ♦*p = .01
Critical value of t when p = .05 — 2.447
Critical value of t when p = .01 - 3.707
Summary of Findings
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Data for the school learning climate variables, reading and
math achievement levels, and dropout rates were presented.
The null hypotheses were tested using the Spearman's rho
correlational technique. Null Hypotheses 1, 6, and 9 were not
rejected, indicating no significant correlation between the
designated independent variables and the dependent variable.
Null hypotheses 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8 were rejected, indicating a
significant negative correlation between the designated
independent variables and the dependent variable. This means
that as the value for the designated independent variables
increased, the high school dropout rate decreased.
Further investigation was done utilizing a stepwise
multiple regression analysis and a t-test. The regression
analysis indicated that Teacher Expectations of Students was
the strongest predictor of dropping out. The t-test indicated
that the means of Emphasis on Achievement, Evaluation of the
Instructional Program, and Time Devoted to Instruction were
significantly different between the four high schools with the






The purpose of this study was to determine the
relationship between teachers' perceptions of selected school
learning climate variables, students' reading and math
achievement levels, and the high school dropout rate in the
Atlanta Public Schools. This study involved surveying a sample
of teachers from each Atlanta City high school and determining
the relationship between the school learning climate variables
and the high school dropout rate as well as the achievement
variables and the high school dropout rate.
The school learning climate variables for this study were
those found in A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument. These variables were identified by Wilbur
Brookover et al. (1984), creators of this instrument. The seven
variables are: (1) Administrative or Principal's Instructional
Leadership; (2) Emphasis on Achievement; (3) Teacher
Expectations of Students; (4) Evaluation of the Instructional
Program; (5) Safe and Orderly Environment; (6) Grouping
Practices; and (7) Time Devoted to Instruction.
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The original validation procedures for this instrument
focused on the elementary school. Therefore, it was necessary
to validate the instrument focusing on the high school. The
validation of A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument
at the secondary level began with a test for construct validity
in which certain items were deleted based on the results of an
item-to-total test for reliability (see Table 5). The final step in
the process involved a survey of 6 experts in the field of
secondary education to determine the appropriateness of each
item to its variable (see Appendix I).
The teacher sample population can be profiled as black,
female, between the ages of 41 and 50, with a Master's degree.
They have more than 15 years teaching experience and have
been at their current teaching assignments for more than 5
years. It can be inferred from this profile that the perceptions
of the sample population were reliable in view of the length of
teaching experience and amount of time at their current
assignments (see Table 6).
All school learning climate variables were perceived
favorably by the sample population with the exception of
Grouping Practices. Almost half of the schools yielded a mean
score below 3.0 on this variable, indicating an unfavorable
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perception of the grouping strategies utilized in designated
schools.
Achievement data revealed a wide range of means.
Reading means ranged from 69.3% to 11.7%. The rank order of
schools in terms of reading achievement and the rank order of
the schools in terms of the mean high school dropout rate
showed a great deal of variance. For example, the school with
the highest dropout rate had the 5th highest mean
achievement level for the specified school years and the school
with the fourth lowest dropout rate ranked 15th in terms of
mean reading achievement, that is, the school had the third
lowest mean reading achievement level for the specified school
years (see Tables 14 and 16).
Math means ranged from 68% to 10.7%. The rank order
of schools in terms of math achievement and the rank order for
the high school dropout rate also showed a great deal of
variance. For example, the school with the highest dropout rate
had the 5th highest mean achievement level for the designated
school years and the school with the fourth lowest dropout rate
ranked 17th in terms of mean math achievement; in other
words, the school had the lowest mean achievement rate in the
Atlanta Public Schools.
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There was a wide range of mean dropout rates for the
Atlanta City high schools. Mean dropout rates ranged from
4.9% to 36.7% (see Table 16). As mentioned earlier, the rank
order of dropout rates varied greatly from the rank order of
mean reading and math achievement levels; however, the rank
order of mean dropout rates and mean school learning climate
variables showed much less variance.
Discussion/Conclusions
The purpose of this correlational study was to determine
the impact of selected variables on the high school dropout rate
in the Atlanta Public Schools. The selection of the variables
was based upon research which indicated a significant
relationship of the variables to student achievement
(Brookover et al., 1984). The variables were distributed among
four categories: (1) Principal Behavior; (2) Teacher Behavior;
(3) Student Achievement; and (4) Institutional Factors (Safe
and Orderly Environment).
Principal Behavior. Based upon the results of the
statistical test applied to null hypothesis HqI, which examined
the impact of principal’s leadership behavior, the researcher
concludes that the principal's leadership behavior does not
directly impact the dropout rate. However, the review of
literature implies that the principal's leadership behavior has
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an impact on teacher behavior. The teacher's behavior then
impacts student behavior in terms of achievement as well as
school holding power.
Teacher Behavior. The majority of the null hypotheses
for this study examined the impact of teacher behavior on the
dropout rate. Null hypotheses UqI, HqB, Ho4, and HqV were
rejected; null hypothesis Ho6 was not rejected. In effect, it can
be concluded that the behavior of the teacher is a paramount
consideration in the total spectrum of effective schooling.
Interestingly, among the nine null hypotheses tested.
Teacher Expectations of Students proved to be the strongest
predictor of dropping out. Research has shown that teacher
expectations are particularly impactful upon low SES and
minority students (Persell, 1977). This corroborates with the
findings in this study where approximately 93% of the students
in the Atlanta Public Schools are black and approximately 68%
are from a low socioeconomic background.
The second most influential variable upon the dropout
rate was Emphasis on Achievement. By providing a curriculum
that is appropriate, sequential and frequently monitored,
teachers increase their responsiveness to students, thereby
increasing the school's holding power over potential dropouts.
130
Grouping practices were not proven to be of significant
impact upon the dropout rate in the Atlanta Public Schools.
This was the only teacher behavior that did not appear to
impact upon the dropout rate. Analysis of the items that
measure this variable revealed that the underlying value upon
which this variable was based tended toward supporting
heterogeneous grouping as the desired practice. Heterogeneous
grouping practices were recommended by Drurian (1986),
Ward (1986), Slavin (1987), and Jonas (1987). However, at the
secondary school level, more research is needed to determine
the effectiveness of grouping practices, in terms of the
academic programs of a school and the grouping practices
within each academic program.
Of the eight schools with the highest dropout rates, four
scored this variable unfavorably, indicating a tendency towards
homogeneous grouping practices in those five schools. Of the
nine schools with the lowest dropout rates, three scored this
variable unfavorably, indicating a tendency towards
homogeneous grouping practices in those three schools.
Based upon the data from this study, it can be concluded
that almost half of the high schools group students
homogeneously and that schools with a low dropout rate tend
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to utilize heterogeneous grouping practices more than schools
with a high dropout rate in the Atlanta Public Schools.
Student Achievement. The two skills synonymous with
basic skills instruction are reading and mathematics. The
importance of both skills are undeniable; however, the findings
from this study indicate that only reading achievement had a
significant relationship to the dropout rate. These findings
reveal that reading ability is the key to academic success as
well as the key to improving a school's holding power over
potential dropouts.
Without adequate reading ability, students are unable to
complete class assignments or negotiate standardized
achievement tests. Students with poor reading skills are easily
influenced to drop out because of feelings of alienation and
isolation. Figure 1 clearly gives evidence of reading as an
important factor contributing to the dropout problem in
Georgia (Ga. Department of Education, 1989). Researchers have
also pointed out that a large portion of dropouts are illiterate
(Denton, 1989; Ralph, 1989) supporting the finding that reading
ability has significant impact upon the dropout rate.
Institutional Factors. The variable Safe and Orderly
Environment includes factors related to administrative policies,
teachers' classroom management skills, and sense of pride and
132
purpose felt by all those interactive within the school
environment. The statistical tests revealed a significant
relationship between this variable and the dropout rate.
Principals play a key role in ensuring the safety and
orderliness of the school environment. The school's rules,
regulations, and guidelines are explicit and the principal is
consistent and fair in enforcing them. Teachers reiterate and
reinforce the school's rules to students. Students accept and
follow the rules.
Along with the physical environment, the sense of
belonging is an important component of a safe and orderly
environment. Students feel accepted and appreciated.
Students are able to express themselves and take risks (within
the parameters of the established rules and regulations).
Implications
Based upon the findings and discussion, the following
implications for secondary administrators and supervisors are
provided:
1. Raising teachers' expectations of student performance
will lead to a decrease in the dropout rate. Efforts to raise
teacher expectations should be multifaceted. Increasing
teacher competencies, providing an environment that
encourages creativity, empowering teachers to make decisions.
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and providing activities that enhance teachers' pedagogical
knowledge may increase teachers' expectations.
2. Implementing strategies to improve students' reading
abilities will lead to a decrease in the dropout rate.
3. Frequent monitoring and evaluation of instruction at
the classroom, departmental and schoolwide levels would
ensure that all students are receiving a systematic, sequential
and appropriate education.
4. Maintaining a school environment free of physical
threat will have a positive affect upon the school's holding
power.
5. Providing time for common planning and goal setting
at the departmental and schoolwide levels ensures maximum
utilization of human and material resources.
6. Providing an opportunity for all teachers working with
low achievers to collaborate, alleviates the potential for
frustration and encourages the development of innovative
teaching strategies.
7. Creating and encouraging a sense of purpose and
belongingness among staff and students will decrease the
dropout rate.
8. Developing and maintaining a high emphasis on the
instructional process and student mastery provides an
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environment in which all students can learn, thereby
increasing the school's holding power.
Recommendations for Administrators and Supervisors
The findings from this study indicate that in order to
decrease the dropout rate, high school administrators and
supervisors should: (1) Increase teachers’ favorable
perceptions of the selected school learning climate variables—
particularly Teacher Expectations of Students and the Emphasis
on Achievement; and (2) provide an environment in which all
students' reading achievement levels can be improved. The
following strategies may be helpful:
1. Implement a School Climate Improvement Program.
The rational approach to planning and implementing a school
climate improvement program outlined in Chapter 2 offers an
excellent framework for the implementation and monitoring of
such a program. Additionally, Appendix C presents strategies
for improving the school learning climate.
2. Provide staff development activities that focus on
increasing teachers' expectations of students. The first step
would be to provide inservice activities designed to increase
teachers’ awareness of the impact of expectations on student
performance. The second step would be to provide inservice
activities that focus on pedagogical concerns, such as, (a) the
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developmental stages of learning, (b) teaching a directed skills
lesson, (c) learning/reading styles, and (d) strategies for
working with slow learners.
3. Investigate the effectiveness of the grouping practices
within each school. Determine if students within each
instructional program (academic, regular, or vocational) are
grouped in individual classes for maximum effectiveness,
4. Investigate the amount of time devoted to instruction
in each high school. A two step process for this investigation
includes; (a) Analyzing the allotted time for instruction in
terms of the system and state requirements; and (b) observing
the amount of engaged instructional time in each class.
5. Develop a networking system in which teachers from
schools with high dropout rates meet with teachers from
schools with low dropout rates to share ideas on how to
establish a more positive school climate and retain potential
dropouts in school.
6. Develop a mentoring program within the school.
Identify teachers with successful teaching experiences and
good interpersonal skills to work with new teachers, teachers
identified as experiencing "burn-out," and teachers working
with low achievers/potential dropouts. Provide appropriate
136
time for the mentoring to occur and rewards for the efforts of
everyone participating in the process.
7. Provide time for teachers of potential dropouts to
meet and discuss strategies that would increase the holding
power of their students.
8. Investigate ways to improve the safety and
orderliness of the school environment. Strategies presented in
Appendix C may be helpful.
9. Develop a tutorial program in which reading is the
focus. The program could be a component of the regular school
day or after school. The program may include: (a) Students as
peer tutors; (b) teachers, parents, and community volunteers as
tutors; (c) tutoring as a focus of the in-school suspension
program; and (d) providing staff development activities for all
those involved as tutors.10.Make literature and creative writing a school-wide
focus.
(a) Encourage all students to read literature and to
produce creative writings.
(b) Produce plays based on students' writings.
(c) Develop quarterly school-wide themes based on
specific authors or types of literature.
(d) Display, publish, and distribute student writings
from every instructional program in the school.
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Recommendations for Further Investigation
This correlational study revealed that there were
significant correlations between six of the nine independent
variables and the dependent variable. However, in conducting
this study, it was revealed that further investigation would
provide additional insight into the dropout problem in the
Atlanta Public Schools. Recommendations are:
1. An investigation of the relationship between students'
socioeconomic status, students' perceptions of school learning
climate variables, students' reading and math achievement
levels, and the high school dropout rate in the Atlanta Public
Schools.
2. An investigation of the relationship between students'
socioeconomic status, teachers' perceptions of school learning
climate variables, students' reading and math achievement
levels, and the high school dropout rate in the Atlanta Public
Schools.
3. An investigation of the grouping practices in the
Atlanta Public Schools and the effects of the grouping practices
on student achievement.
4. The implementation of an experimental study in which
a school climate improvement program would be the
treatment.
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5. An investigation of the name and number of feeder
schools in which dropouts attended.
6. Replication of this study for the 1988-91 school years
to determine similarities or differences in the findings.
7. The implementation of a study in which
administrators' and other school staffs' (counselors, the
registrar, the school nurse, the social worker) perceptions of
the school learning climate would be compared to those of
teachers.
8. The implementation of a study in which teachers' and
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Annual and Cohort Dropout Statistics for
the Atlanta Public Schools
TABLE 1
ANNUAL DROPOUT STATISTICS FOR
THE ATLANTA PUBUC SCHOOLS




K-12 70.244 7.S61 10.7
K-S 36.926 3.289 8.9
GO 13.S39 1.308 9.7
9-12 19.779 2.964 1S.0
TABLE 2
COHORTDROPOUTSTATISTICS FOR THE ATLANTA PUBLIC












K-12 6.760 556 B 2 .02 1.566 23 1.651 24 2.985 44
K-S 6.760 3.834 57 2 .02 1.162 17 N/A ; N/A 1.762 26
G8 3.834 3.226 84 0 0 191 S N/A N/A 417 11
9-12 3.226 $S6 17 0 0 213 7 1.651 51 .806 25
0CRS/R8E>E0J:bl
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APPENDIX B
Georgia Graduation Rates
SYSTEM 9th Grade Number of Percent Non-
Enrollment Graduates Graduates Completions
1983-1984 1986-1987 1986-1987 1986-1987
Appling 367 206 56% 44%
Atkinson 12S 71 57% 43%
Bacon 1S6 107 69% 31%
Baker (See Mitchell County)
Baldwin 557 275 49% 51%
Banks 131 61 47% 53%
Barrow 387 213 55% 45%
Bartow 675 319 47% 53%
Ben Hill (See Fitzgerald City)
Berrien 249 139 56% 44%
Bibb 1,531 1,168 76% 24%
Bleckley 176 144 82% 18%
Brantley 209 142 68% 32%
Brooks 247 156 63% 37%
Bryan 242 151 62% 38%
Bulloch 576 335 58% 42%
Burke. 301 216 72% 28%
Butts 237 124 52% 48%
Calhoun 114 86 75% 25%
Camden 332 186 57% 43%
Candler 132 80 61% 39%
Carroll 873 494 57% 43%
Catoosa 765 419 55% 45%
Charlton 174 71 41% 59%
Chatham 3,339 1,461 44% 56%
Chattahoochee (See Muscogee County)
Chattooga 275 145 53% 47%
Cherokee 1,114 620 56% 44%
Clarke 921 529 57% 4 3%
Clay (See Randolph County)
Clayton 2,796 1,937 69% 31%
Clinch 105 79 75% 25%
Cobb 5,369 3,922 73% 27% .
Coffee 440 273 62% 38%
Colquitt 620 423 68% 32%
Columbia 855 682 80% 20%
Cook 216 121 56% 44%
Coweta 715 456 64% 36%
Crawford 136 75 55% 45%
Crisp 344 181 53% 47%
Dade ' 200 123 «^>«% 3SM%
Dawson 95 74 78% 22%
Decatur 482 241 50% 50%
DeKalb 6,883 5,393 78% 22%
Dodge 334 208 62% 38%
Dooly 144 61 - 42% 58%
153
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SYSTEM ■ 9th Grade Number of Percent Non-
_
Enrollment Graduates Graduates Completions
1983-1984 1986-1987 1986-1987 1986-1987
Dougherty 1,494 i,036 69% 31%
Douglas 1,227 741 60% 40%
Early 288 182 63% 37%
Echols 50 31 62% 38%
Effingham 395 262 66% 34%
Elbert 358 230 64% 36%
Emanuel 348 199 57% 43%
Evans 137 98 72% 28%
Fannin 267 192 72% 28%
Fayette 863 703 82% 18%
Floyd 981 547 66% 44%
Forsyth 406 325 80% 20%
FranJclin 325 210 65% 35%
Fulton 3,578 2,416 68% 32%
Gilmer 212 132 62% 38%
Glascock 82 60 73% 27%
Glynn 979 472 48% 52%
Gordon 189 202 106%
Grady 357 231 65% 35%
Greene 183 103 56% 44%
Gwinnett 3,744 2,784 74% 26%
Habersham 348 271 78% 22%
Hall 1,154 623 54% 4 6%
Hancock 170 144 85% 15%
Haralson 260 156 60% 40%
Harris 236 124 52% 48%
Hart 391 190 49% 51%
Heard 129 78 60% 40%
Henry 564 366 65% 35%
Houston 1,211 902 74% 26%
Irwin 143 87 61% 39%
Jackson 164 117 71% 29%
Jasper 121 86 71% 29%
Jeff Davis 216 129 60% 40%
Jefferson 337 128 38% 62%
Jenkins 159 96 60% 40%
Johnson 162 84 52% 48%
Jones 331 217 66% 34%
Lamar 199 94 47% 53%
Lanier 114 66 58% 42%
Laurens 427 272 64% 36%
Lee 295 160 54% 46%
Liberty 609 346 57% 43%
Lincoln 122 104 85% 15%
Long 78 45 58% 42%
Lowndes 617 357 58% 42%
Lumpkin 168- 124 74% 26%
Macon 215 137 64% 36%
Madison 306 189 62% 38%
Marion 229 141 62% 38%
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SYSTEM 9th Grade Number of Percent Non-
Enrollment Graduates Graduates Completions
1983-1984 1986-1987 1986-1987 1986-1987
Walker 861 406 47% 53%
Walton 597 335 661 44%
Ware 332 223 67% 33%
Warren 149 61 41% 59%
Washington 297 147 50% 50%
Wayne 286 220 76% 24%
Webster (See Marion County)
Wheeler 109 77 71% 29%
White 158 120 76% 24%
Whitfield 804 426 53% 47%
Wilcox 130 73 56% 44%
Wilkes 167 125 75% 25%
Wilkinson 204 155 76% 24%
Worth 409 219 53% 47%
CITY SYSTEMS
Americus 406 227 56% 44%
Atlanta 6i 268 3,679 58% 42%
Bremen 92 61 66% 34%
Buford 116 71 61% 39%
Calhoun 417 156 47% 631
Carrollton 282 217 77%
V W V
Cartersville 181 125 69% 31%
Chickamauga 144 94 65% 35%
Commerce 114 69 55% 45%
Dalton 315 251 80% 20%
Decatur 221 115 52% 48%
Dublin 343 203 59% 41%
Fitzgerald 243 165 68% 32%
Gainesville 316 184 58% 42%
Kogansville 70 42 60% 40%
Jefferson 180 85 47% 53%
LaGrange 371 209 56%
9
44%
Marietta 425 222 52% 48%
Pelham 144 60 42% 58%
Rome 442 229 52% 48%
Social Circle 72 41 57% 43%
Thomaston 156 96 61% 39%
Thomasville 251 183 73% 27%
Trlon 104 54 52% 48%
Valdosta 670 395 59% 41%
Vidalla 237 145 61% 39%
Waycross 285 155 54% 46%
West Point 62 (Counted with Troup County)
TOTALS* d5,708 ^7 618 858 57f
*NOTX; Totals and averages do not Include exceptional
students.
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APPENDIX C
Suggested Activities and Programs for
Improving the School Climate




o parent's advisory committee
o peer counseling
o weekend retreats for students
o weekend retreats for staff
o additional teacher/parent conferences
o a school public relations program
o teacher recognition day
o informal staff meetings--entire school
staff
0 a school mission that emphasizes that
every student will receive at least one
success experience during the year.
o a clear and consistently enforced
discipline policy
o a lunch with the principal program
o a teacher advisor group program
0 a student incentive program
0 special theme weeks




o a physical education Olympics
o staff training in Teacher Expectation
Student Achievement (TESA)
o special activity days
0 phone calls to parents of new students at
the end of their first week to make sure
they are making a good adjustment
0 school climate class projects
o high student participation in local,
state, and national academic contests,
intramural, interscholastic athletics,
and academic clubs
o a building team
o notes and phone calls to parents for
student accomplishments, good grades, and
Improved behavior
o regular student recognition assemblies
o positive signs and posters placed
throughout the school
o student work exhibited in the main office
o teachers volunteering their time before
and after school to assist students
o birthday club
o gym playnights for specific classes
o regular meetings between the
administration and the student council
o candid photographs of students in "action*
and exhibited in success showcase
o special counseling groups including
counseling for drugs, divorce, poor self-
concept, and new students.
APPENDIX D
Letter from Dr. Wilbur Brookover Granting Permission
to Use A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument
MICHIGAN STATE UNIVERSITY






711 Catherine Street. S.N.
Atlanta, Georgia 30310
Dear Ms. Fretwell:
You have my permission to use the School learning Climate
Assessment Instrument in your research.





Explanation of the Study to Principals
ATLANTA PUBLIC SCHOOLS
AREA I OFFICE
711 CATHERINE STREET, S. W.
ATLANTA , GEORGIA 30310
Dr. Moset C. Nonsui
SuperinUndent
Dr. HiocDAs E. Rudolph
Assistojit Arto SuptrinUnderU
Dear Principal:
I am a graduate student at Atlanta University and am presently involved
in a research project concerning the relationship between school climate,
student achievement and the high school dropout rate in the Atlanta Public
Schools. With the permission of the school system, I am writing to request
the participation of your teachers in this important research.
Using a random sampling technique, teachers will be asked to complete a
questionnaire entitled, A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument. The 66-item questionnaire should take no more than fifteen
minutes to complete. All teachers will remain anonymous and all schools
will be identified in the study using a letter code. A copy of the
questionnaire is enclosed for your perusal.
If you have any questions, please call me at 827-8831.
Thank you, in advance, for your cooperation. With the data provided by
your teachers, hopefully, we will move closer to decreasing the high school
dropout rate in the Atlanta Public Schools.
Resource Teacher,
Area I
AN EQUAL OPPORTUNirV EMPLOYER
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APPENDIX F
Letter to Teachers in the Sample Population Explaining




711 CATHERINE STREET. S. W.
ATLANTA . GEORGIA 30310
Dr. Momi C. Nonou
/its SuptrinUndtKt
Dr. nomu E. Rudolph
AtiUUuilAn» Suptrintindtnl
Dear CoDeague:
I am a graduate student at Atlanta University and am presently Involved In a research project
concerning the relaUonshlp between school climate, student achievement and the high school
dropout rate In the Atlanta Public School System. With the permission of the school system
and your principal, I am writing to request your partlclpaUon tn this Important research.
Please be assured that your anonymity will be maintained throughout this project.
If you would take about 10-15 minutes of your time to respond to the enclosed materials, I
would be greatly appreclaUve. Please read the following directions before beglnnlrrg;
1. ErKlosed you should have the following;
(1) School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument
(1) Answer Sheet
Ifyou do not have all of the above, please call me at S27-8831.
2. Answer all questions pertalnlrrg to the School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument on
the answer sheet.
3. Use a No. 3 pencil only to mark the answer sheet
4. Read the dlrecUons on the School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument carefully before
responding to the Items.
5. Return the bubble sheet and the School LearrUnt Climate Assessment Instrument to me as
soon as possible.
6. Do not algn your name on any of the documents provided.
Again, thank you for partlclpatmg In this research project. With the data you provide.perhaps
we will move closer to decreasing the dropout rate In the Atlanta Public Schools.
Resource Teacher.
Area 1 OOlce. Atlanta Public Schools
AN EQUAL OPPOATUNITY EMPLOYER
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APPENDIX G
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument
Validation by
Wilbur Brookover, Michigan State University
Lonnie McIntyre. Michigan State University
John Schweitzer, Michigan State University
Edward Slawski, Pontiac. Michigan Public Schools








The work of numerous others contributed to the developme.tt of this
instrument. They cannot all bo identified and listed here. The New Jersey
Department of Education, the Connecticut Department of Eucation and
Santa Clara Office of Education, as well as our own research were
contributors. We thank all who have contributed in any manner.
The development and validation of this instrument was supported in part
by a Title IVC grant from the Michigan Department of Education.
Urban Affairs Programs
Michigan State University
138 West Owen Hall
East Lansing, Ml 48824
161
162
School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument
This Instrument has been designed by staff of Michigan State
University and the Pontiac City Schools to measure some aspects of
the school environment which are known to be related to student
learning. It Is designed for the professional school staff to use In
assessing the school learning climate. In answering the questions
please bubble the letter which corresponds to your answer on the
answer sheet provided. Please answer all the questions, even If you
are not sure of an answer. Your responses will not be Identified with
you In any way. Thank you for your cooperation.
1. In your Judgement, how do teachers In other schools rate your
school’s level of academic achievement?
A. Among the best
B. Slightly better than average
C. About average
D. Slightly lower than average
E. Among the lowest
2. How would you rate the academic ability of students In your
school compared to students In other schools?
A Ability here Is much higher
B. Ability here Is somewhat higher
C. Ability here Is about average
D. Ability here Is somewhat lower
E. Ability here Is much lower3.How many teachers In your school believe that all thclr students have
ability to master grade level academic objectives?
A. Almost all the teachers
B. Most of the teachers
C. Half of the teachers
D. Some of the teachers
E. Almost none of the teachers
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4. What percent of the students In your school do the teachers
generally believe are able to master the basic reading/math skills?




E. Less than 30%
5. On the average, how well do you expect the students In your
school to perform?
A. Much above national norm
B. Slightly above national norm
C. Approximately at national norm
D. Slightly below national norm
E. Much below national norm
6. What percent of the students In your school do you expect to
complete high school?




E. Less than 30%
7. What percent of the students in your school do you feel are
capable of mastering grade level academic objectives?




E. Less than 30%
1648.Has ihc priority of basic skills achievement in your school changed






Here Is a list of statements about teachers and teaching and
school. Please indicate if you agree or disagree with each ol
following statements.
mOROLT AOUgROB
ACM AQRgg KflAQRIB PaAQMB
9. The students in your school arc told ABC D
what objectives they arc expected to
learn.
10. All staff in you school clearly ABC D
understand their responsibility for basic
skill achievement.
11. Your school has a strong feeling of ABC 0
"lets get things lone," especially basic
skills.
12. Teachers feel that nothing they do ABC D
makes any difference with regard to
achievement in your school.
13. All teachers in your building care ABC 0















- Aflua A£UI OltAQMg DaACUCT nni.r.n^
14. Teachers in your building will do “
anything necessary to get all students to
read and do math well.
k o C D L
15. In your school teachers are more
likely to receive approval from the
principal for being good disciplinarians
than they are for being good instructors.
ABC D E
16. You are not likely to be considered a
good teacher in your building if you
don't get your paper work in on time.
ABC 0 E
17. The principal praises teachers who
don't send many students to his/her
office.
ABC D E
18. All teachers in this building teach
the basic skill objectives identified for
their grade level to all their students.
ABC 0 E
19. In your building only those teachers
vho get all of their students to master
grade level objectives are considered
good teachers.
ABC 0 E
20. Your school is a safe and secure
place to work.
ABC D E
21. Discussions with the principal often
result in some aspect of improved
instructional practice.
ABC D E





•TKONOtT AOItU KOI rrtOftCLT
■ Aflua—AORtl naAQRja cnAoim
23. The principal reviews and inlcrprcts*"
test results with and for the faculty.
A 5 C 0 E
24. Instructional issues are seldom the
focus of faculty meetings.
ABC 0 E
25. Criterion-referenced tests are used
to assess basic skills throughout the
school.
ABC 0 E
26. The principal uses test results to
recommend modification or changes in
the instructional program.
ABC 0 E
27. The principal discusses lesson plans
with teachers in relation to instruction.
ABC 0 E
28. There is clear, strong, centralized
instructional leadership from the
principal in your school.
ABC 0 E
29. Staff and students do not view
security as an issue in your school.
ABC D E
30. A positive feeling permeates the
school.
ABC D E
31. The standardized testing program is
an accurate and valid measure of the
basic skills curriculum in your school.
ABC D E
32. Standardized test results are not
available or are not used to evaluate
program objectives.
ABC D E
33. The physical condition of you school ~
is generally pleasant and well-kept.
34. Multiple assessment methods are
used to assess student progress in basic
skills (e.g., criterion-referenced tests,
work samples, mastery checklists, etc.).
35. Teachers and the principal
thoroughly review and analyze test
results to plan instructional program
modifications.
36. Teachers, administrators and
parents assume responsibility for
discipline in your school.
37. Student assessment information
(such as criterion-referenced tests, skills
checklists, etc.) is regularly used to give
specific student feedback and plan
appropriate instruction.
38. The principal regularly brings
instructional issues to the faculty for
discussion.
39. The principal puts much emphasis
on the meaning and use of standardized
test results.
40. The principal frequently
communicates to individual teachers
their responsibility in relation to
student achievement.
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41. The principal is very active in “
securing resources, arranging
opportunities and promoting staff
development activities for faculty.
srrj'i Mia
•moNOLT Aoul not monoLT
A B C D t
42. The principal leads frequent formal
discussions concerning instruction and
student achievement.
ABC D E
43. The school building is neat, bright,
clean and comfortable.
ABC D E
44. The principal is accessible to discuss
matters dealing with instruction.
ABC D E
45. Supervision is directed at
instruction.
ABC D E
46.Teachers in your school turn to the
principal with instructional concerns or
problems.
ABC 0 E
47. Student behavior is generally
positive in your school.
ABC D E
48. Students in your school abide by
school rules.
ABC 0 E
49. In your school there is annual
standardized testing at each grade level.
ABC 0 E
50. Class atmosphere in your school is




51. The principal is an imporiant
instructional resource person in your
school.
Rrm
moroLT Mui iw« monoir
—AfiUl—BlAom BSAORri MiAoira
ABC 0 L
52. Discipline is not an issue in your
school.
ABC D E
53. All students arc heterogeneously
grouped within classrooms with regard
to basic skill level.
ABC D E
54. The principal assigns students to
classrooms heterogeneously with regard
to basic skill achievement.
ABC D E
55. When students are homogeneously
grouped in classrooms the groups are
changed frequently to prevent labeling.
ABC D E
56. The school has a clearly defined
policy concerning heterogeneous and
flexible grouping of students.
ABC 0 E
57. Less than five minutes of
instructional lime is lost as a result of
noise, announcements, discipline, and/or
organizational activities per hour.
ABC D E
58. The level of teacher attendance is
acceptably high.
ABC D E
59. This school has an effective program






■■A9m—*am DUxeir* , moaoLTBaietr* ftnrttm60.If students are pulled out of A 6 C o
classrooms for special instruction it '
always increases the total time for
instruction.
Please bubble the letter next to the item that describes you best. Bubble




D. Other63.Age; A. 21-30
B. 31-40
C. 41-50
D. 51 - above64.Educational Level: A. BA or BS tr-4)
B. M. ED. or MA (T-S)
C. Ed. S. fr-6)
D. Ph. D. or Ed. D. fT-T)
65. Total years of teaching experience: A. 1-5 years
B. 6-10 years
C. 11-15 years
D. More than 15 years
66. Total number of years leaching at this school; A. l-5years
B. 6-10 years
C. 11-15 years
D. More than 15 years
APPENDIX H
Letter to Experts in the Field of Secondary Education Explaining
the Procedures for Completing the Questionnaire for Content
Validity of A School Learning Climate Assessment
Instrument




711 CATHERINE STREET . S. W.
ATLANTA. GEORGU 30310
Dr. Tliomu E. Rudolph
AsiUtani Am SupainUndtnS
Dear Colleague:
Attached you will find a questionnaire designed to establish content validity
of A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument at the secondary
level. This Instrument is being used as an Integral part of my research
concerning the relationship between school learning climate, students'
reading and math achievement levels, and the high school dropout rate in
the Atlanta Public Schools.
The validity of this Instrument at the secondary level is based upon the
dellnlUon of each of the seven factors that comprise the school learning
climate for this study. The factors are:
1. AdmlnlstraUve or Principal's Instructional Leadership
2. Emphasis on Achievement
3. Teacher ExpectaUons of Students
4. EN-alusUon of the InstrucUonal Program
5. Safe and Orderly Environment
6. Grouping PracUces
7. Time Devoted to InslrucUon
The definition of each factor Is noted In the attached quesUonnalre. By
taking a few minutes from your busy schedule and completing the attached
questionnaire, you will assist me greatly In providing Information for the
validation of this Instrument. Please return the questionnaire to me as






Questionnaire for Content Validity of
A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR CONTENT VALIDITY OF
A SCHOOL LEARNING CLIMATE ASSESSMENT
INSTRUMENT
DIRECTIONS: This quesUonnalre Is designed to establish content
validity of A School Learning Climate Assessment Instrument at the
secondary level. Please follow these steps carefully when responding
to each of the Items:
1. Read the definition of each factor for understanding.
2. Refer to the attached questionnaire and read each of
the Items as designated below.
3. Check "YES" If you think the Item is a valid measure of
the designated factor.
4. Check "NO" If you do not think the Item is a valid
measure of the designated factor.
Note: Certain items have been deleted from the Instrument based
upon results from a test for construct validity. Please consider only
the Items Ustcd below in your comments.
I. FACTOR II-Administrative or Principal's Instructional Leadership
Definition: The effective communication of the mission of the
school to staff, parents and students and the understanding and
appllcaUon of the characterlsUcs of InstrucUonal effecUvcness In
working with the school community. Leadership characterlsUcs
of InstrucUonal erfecUvcncss are:
-- frequent visits to classrooms
•• presenUng InnovaUve programs and techniques to
staff
•• organizing teacher effecUveness training
•• meeUng with staff to discuss student achievement
-- assessing program needs
•• attending to materials
— working closely with staff
•• coordlnaUng the school program




are the following items valid measures of the
FACTOR AS DEFINED ABOVE FOR THE SECONDARY LEVEL?
YES NO
Item #15 (6 1 ( I
Item #21 (6 1 ( 1
Item #22 (4 1 ( 2 1
Item #23 (4 1 ( 2 1
Item #24 (5 1 ( 1 1
Item #27 (5 1 ( 1 1
Item #28 (5 1 ( 1 1
Item #38 (5 1 ( 1 1
Item #39 (6 1 ( 1
Item #40 (6 1 ( 1
Item #41 (6 1 ( 1
Item #42 (6 1 ( 1
Item #44 (6 1 ( 1
Item #45 (6 1 ( 1
Item #46 (6 1 ( 1
Item #51 (6 1 ( 1
Comments
n. FACTOR #2 - Emphasis on Achievement
Dennitlon: A systematic and coordinated efTort to upgrade
student achievement, to combat student learning dllTlcultles.
and to provide continuity of Instruction across grades which
allows for smooth transition from one grade level to the next.
Teachers set clear goals, devise specific plans to reach goals,
direct school resources toward achieving the goals, and support
goal attainment.
ARE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS VAUD MEASURES OF THE
FACTOR AS DEFINED ABOVE FOR THE SECONDARY LEVEL?
YES
Item #9 (6 1
Item #10 (6 1
Item #11 (6 1
Item #13 (6 1





m. FACTOR #3 - Teacher Expectations
Definition: An environment in which teachers believe and
demonstrate that students can reach extended levels of
achievement and that they (the stafO have the capacity and
responsibility to deliver the required instructional program.
ARE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS VALID MEASURES OF THE










rV. FACTOR #4 - Evaluation of the Instructional Program
Definition: Careful and continuous assessment of the
instructional program upon desired goals and objectives and the
identification of correctives needed, if any. to obtain the
program's gojJs and objectives.
ARE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS VAUD MEASURES OF THE
FACTOR AS DEFINED ABOVE FOR THE SECONDARY LEVEL?
YES NO
Item #25 16 1 I I
Item #26 15 1 ( 1 1
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Item #34 ( 6 | ( ]
Item #35 14 1(21
Item #37 (61(1
Item #49 16 1 ( j
Comments
V. FACTOR #5 - Safe and Orderly Environment
Definition: A school atmosphere which Is free from the threat of
physical harm or Intimidation and Is conducive to teaching and
learning.
ARE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS VALID MEASURES OF THE
FACTOR AS DEFINED ABOVE FOR THE SECONDARY LEVEL?
YES
Item #20 (6 1
Item #29 (6 1
Item #30 (6 1
Item #33 (61
Item #36 (61
Item #43 (6 1
Item #47 (5 1
Item #48 (61
Item #50 (61




VI. FACTOR #8 -- Grouping Practices
Definition: The assignment of students Into a specific class or
program of Instruction (e.g.. academic, general, vocational) on
the basis of objective criteria (e.g.. review of records, test data).
ARE THE FOLLOWING ITEMS VALID MEASURES OF THE
FACTOR AS DEFINED ABOVE FOR THE SECONDARY LEVEL?
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YES NO
Item #53 16 1 ( 1
Item #54 16 1 ( 1
Item #55 16 1 ( 1
Item #56 (6 1 ( 1
vn. Factor #7' lime Devoted to Instruction
Definition: The amount of school time devoted to
providing opportunities for direct student participation In
learning activities.
ARB THE FOLLOWING ITEMS VALID MEASURES OF THE
FACTOR AS DEFINED ABOVE FOR THE SECONDARY
LEVEL?
YES NO
Item #58 14 1 (2 1
Item #59 (4 1 (2 1









Pearson r Correlation Matrix for the Relationship Between School
Learning Climate Variables, TAP Reasing and Math Achievement















Leadership 1.00 .577 .069 .798 .4SS .557 .275 .226 -.169 -.034
Achievement .577 1.00 .420 .755 .740 .583 .571 .164 .186 -.631
Eapectatiotts .069 .420 1.00 .337 .463 -.074 .309 .335 .383 -.716
Evaluation .798 .755 .337 1.00 .553 .604 J06 -.094 -.038 -J63
Safe and
Orderly
Climate .485 .740 .463 .553 1.00 .252 .763 .558 .607 -.492
Grouping .557 .583 .074 .604 .252 1.00 .405 -.175 -.177 -.262
Time on
Task .275 .571 .309 .306 .763 .405 1.00 .625 .631 -.492
Total
Reading -.226 .164 .335 -.094 J58 -.175 .625 1.00 .987 -.439
Total Math -.169 .186 .383 -.038 .607 -.177 .631 .987 1.00 -.423
High School
Dropout
Rale -.034 -.631 -.716 -.363 .492 -J62 -.492 -.439 -.423 1.00
